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Abstract
Teamwork is an emergent property of efficacious organizations. Team-based and result-oriented
organizational structures are gaining momentum, increasing 6% each year. Over 80% of
organizations globally deploy teams by putting ordinary people to work together for
extraordinary performance. The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center is a
unique institute that teaches foreign languages in an immersive and team-based environment.
This mixed-methods research study investigated (a) the teaching team composition processes, (b)
the applicability of trust and diversity in team composition, and (c) the impact of shared team
leadership in the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center. Data were collected from
82 faculty across eight undergraduate education schools of the Defense Language Institute
Foreign Language Center (n = 66 quantitative; n = 16 qualitative). The analyzed quantitative data
of Pearson correlations between the core themes of team composition processes showed that all
items were positively related and significant at p = .01. Also, the amount of variance and
diversity accounted for in the model (adj. R2 = -.031) was not significant F(8, 54) = .769, p =
.631. The t-test analysis revealed no significance across demographic information of the
respondents and diversity in the teams. The qualitative results found no standardized policy on
team composition processes; teams were formed by the department chair(s), and the shared team
leadership model only existed partially at the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language
Center. As per the inputs, processes, and outputs model, prioritization of team composition
processes will benefit the organization.
Keywords: shared team leadership, composition, teamwork, hierarchy, heterarchy, trust,
diversity, team dynamics, team productivity
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Chapter 1: Introduction
“Coming together is a beginning. Keeping together is progress. Working together is a
success” — Henry Ford (as cited in Kriek, 2019, p. i).
Teamwork is an emergent and highly demanded concept and practice in today’s work
environment as leaders seek improved organizational productivity. Organizations are
increasingly focused on team-based and results-oriented structures for a faster and added
competitive advantage (Northouse, 2016). Siha and Campbell (2015) mentioned that 80% of
organizations globally are focusing on team-based work environments. Whereas, Barsin et al.
(2017) found an increase of 6% each year in team-based organizational structures. The
effectiveness of teamwork is the reflection of organizational dynamics and a collaborative work
climate. Teamwork is collaborative work, and collaborative working is an active learning process
allowing ordinary people to work together for extraordinary performance (Bani-Hani et al., 2018;
Pociask et al., 2017). Chen (2015) found that organizations that lean toward teamwork and active
learning tend to achieve higher goals and quality productivity.
Teams are core functional bodies of organizations that strive to achieve collective goals.
Northouse (2016) explained that “a team is a type of organizational group composed of members
who are interdependent, share common goals, and coordinate to achieve goals” (p. 363). For this
dissertation, a simple definition of a team by McNeese (2018) was used, which is “a team is two
or more people working collaboratively to achieve a common goal” (p. 11). Since the late 1970s,
teams and teamwork have become the center of organizational attention and practice across the
globe (Burke et al., 2006). Teams are composed of individuals who have a common purpose,
work together, support each other, and produce intended results (Northouse, 2016). Individuals
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have set new standards for the modern work environment by working in teams (Bélanger &
Rodriguez, 2008).
Teams are formed or composed using different dynamics and characteristics. Chiu et al.
(2016) found that the characteristics of a dynamic team foster the conditions that promote shared
vision, resulting in team effectiveness and cohesion. The proper composition of teams is vital to
team excellence. Team dynamics, such as trust and diversity, ensure high team productivity,
creativity, and cohesion, minimizing conflicts in an organization (Northouse, 2016). Stapling
individuals (putting people together randomly) in a team or group is a term used by Siha and
Campbell (2015), which refers to a process that does not carefully apply various elements such
as diversity, trust, team’s likes and dislikes, interests, and personal and professional preferences.
Teams may adversely affect organizational productivity if leadership staples team members
without realizing and applying team dynamics and characteristics (Siha & Campbell, 2015). As
Northouse (2016) explained, to strive for highly effective teams, it is vital to undertake processes
that enable composing quality teams. Successful teams share dynamics and fluid power shifting,
influencing each other and achieving common goals (Northouse, 2016). Teams cannot succeed
unless they are morally and ethically enriched in cohesiveness and trust (Grossman & Feitosa,
2018).
Team dynamics, individuals’ mental models, and ease of working together reflect
sharedness among team members. When teams are cohesive and dynamically diverse, they
predict shared leadership roles, also known as shared team leadership (STL). Shared team
leadership, also referred as distributed, collective, and mutual leadership, is described as the most
suitable approach to teamwork (Northouse, 2016). Teams strive and thrive when working in a
shared leadership climate. According to Northouse (2016), STL occurs when the team members
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assume leadership roles, influence the team, and maximize effectiveness. The STL model
reflects heterarchy (horizontal structure of the team) that provides space for a team-based work
structure. According to Lindsay et al. (2011), STL provides a basis for enhanced leadership
capacity beyond a formally appointed leader. As teamwork best flourishes under the STL model,
this study focused on team composition processes to gauge the efficacy of teamwork in a
traditional organizational setup.
Shared leadership is a phenomenon that requires volunteer leadership roles. The STL
model explains this phenomenon in detail explicitly and implicitly. Klein et al. (2006) explained
that leadership trends from the contingent leadership style of the 1960s and the 1970s to the
functional team leadership style of the 1980s and ultimately to the shared team leadership style
of the 21st century had changed both leadership roles and organizational functioning. Today,
particularly in military organizations, leaders are taking up dynamic leadership roles that revolve
around the sharedness of roles and responsibilities. Goodwin et al. (2018) mentioned that “the
Department of Defense (DoD) has long understood that leadership is an integral factor of the
team effectiveness” (p. 324). Team members exhibit unique knowledge, abilities, skills, and
personal characteristics that allow horizontal unity and equal opportunities for all members to
practice leadership roles. Visionary leadership owns its actions and creates homogeneity among
its employees for better results (Volk et al., 2017).
Background
The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) meticulously
practices a top-down leadership model and leans toward teamwork to achieve its goals. The
DLIFLC is a unique foreign language teaching and learning institute that provides immersive
language experience to servicemen and women. In 2017, DLIFLC conducted a self-evaluation
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indicating that over 1,700 faculty members provided immersive language teaching services to
more than 3,000 learners. This institution has eight undergraduate schools clustered into regional
languages.
Due to its traditional organizational set-up, the institution runs under a vertical leadership
structure; both faculty and learners follow a strict chain of command for communication
purposes. Although teamwork is highly encouraged and demanded by the organization, team
composition processes have been ignored, creating adverse effects on the employees and foreign
language learners. Ambiguity in leadership styles, team dynamics, team composition processes,
and team requirements have created a less productive work environment than the intended goals.
The shared leadership model could potentially create cohesive and effective team leadership
processes to achieve organizational goals.
A significant problem at DLIFLC is the lack of policy and standard operating procedures
(SOPs) for team composition processes. The department chairs are responsible for establishing,
maintaining, and managing teaching teams that randomly staple or put faculty members together
into teaching teams, ignoring the elements of team dynamics: trust and diversity (Guillaume et
al., 2017; Siha & Campbell, 2015). This problem impedes the teaching and learning processes.
Several empirical studies (Guillaume et al., 2017; Hong et al., 2019; Siha & Campbell, 2015)
revealed that cohesive teams display a lower level of conflict and higher productivity. Similarly,
Northouse (2016) indicated that a shared team leadership model reduces team conflicts and
ensures high productivity among teams.
If DLIFLC continues “stapling” or putting faculty members together into random
teaching teams (surface-level composition) without considering the elements of team
effectiveness, team dynamics, and team diversity, it might adversely affect team performance,
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productivity, and creativity as Bell et al. (2018) indicated. Efforts need to be exerted for proper
team composition and team processes to keep the uniqueness of DLIFLC in the foreign language
teaching and learning field. While DLIFLC aims to achieve goals that were recently set higher, it
is imperative to focus on team composition processes considering team dynamics, including trust
and diversity (cognitive, demographic, and geographic) to ensure high productivity. For dynamic
and highly productive teams, leadership must consider the elements of trust and diversity while
forming, training, and executing teaching teams. According to Hong et al. (2019), demographic
diversity is as important as cognitive and geographic diversity to establish a cohesive and highly
productive team. For the future of DLIFLC, the leadership needs to focus on cognitively,
demographically, and geographically diverse teams to meet the high demands of its clients.
Statement of the Problem
Teamwork is an emergent, evident, and prevalent practice in the present competitive
work environment (Northouse, 2016). Shared team leadership is an emergent team property that
influences a team’s effectiveness and productivity (Hoch et al., 2010). Farasat and Nikolaev
(2016) explained that social structures, dynamics, and cohesion are essential parts of team
composition processes. The first-line supervisors at DLIFLC place team members into
functioning teams, ignoring the team dynamics and characteristics that include trust (Breuer et
al., 2020), cognitive (McNeese, 2018), and geographic and demographic diversity (Mor Barak,
2017), which can result in conflicts and low performance.
A wide range of empirical studies revealed that STL is a growing process in which team
members achieve shared goals through a series of interactive actions (Lee et al., 2015). Teams
perform better when they are cognitively, geographically, and demographically diverse, and team
trust is the epicenter of their existence (Choi et al., 2017). Researchers have also found that team
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members’ cognitive alignment and demographic diversity are vital ingredients of highly effective
and successful teams (Hong et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2015). Grand et al. (2016) asserted that
team cognition or cognitive alignment is also an essential part of teams besides trust and
demographic diversity. In a military context, teams form the nucleus for completing projects, and
the members’ backgrounds, perspectives, and diverse mindsets provide unique ingredients
(Goodwin et al., 2018; van Knippenberg et al., 2013).
Inadequate team composition adversely affects team performance, functionality, and
productivity. When team members are randomly put together in functioning teams without
considering the dynamics and team processes, they do not achieve the intended goals (Pociask et
al., 2017). Also, productivity and team outputs are often impeded when team members are
stapled, ignoring the team dynamics or characteristics (Siha & Campbell, 2015). Van
Knippenberg et al. (2013) asserted that the need to explore team dynamics and team composition
processes within higher education is vital. Bell et al. (2018) explained that organizations use a
surface-level composition approach, which is temporal, rather than the deep-level composition
that emphasizes highly cohesive teams. Currently, the standards and procedures in place at
DLIFLC are unknown, as no policy exists concerning team composition processes, and teams are
formed using surface-level composition strategies. As a result, an investigation into team
composition processes aligned with team dynamics, through the lenses of input, process, and
output (IPO) procedures (Goodwin et al., 2018) and the logic model (Chen, 2015), may
strengthen the body of research related to team dynamics and offer guidance in team composition
processes within this setting.
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Purpose of the Study
Team composition is a significant factor in the success of an organization. This study
explored how DLIFLC forms teaching teams and the impact of its current practices on
organizational productivity. This study also investigated the applicability of surface-level or
deep-level team composition and effectiveness referred to as heterarchy at DLIFLC. The shared
team leadership (STL) model applied in team composition examined how effective teams were at
this institution.
This mixed-methods research study applied inductive and deductive approaches to collect
and integrate positivists’ and subjectivists’ perspectives (Muijs, 2010). A mixed-methods
approach is considered best for integrating the collected data from qualitative and quantitative
sources to find comprehensive outputs (Leavy, 2017). For the quantitative data collection, a
questionnaire was distributed among faculty members from eight undergraduate schools of
DLIFLC. Responses from the first 104 respondents (faculty–team members) were considered for
SPSS data analysis. For the qualitative data collection, in-depth semistructured interviews were
conducted with eight department chairs and eight team leaders. The qualitative data was
analyzed using condensing, sequencing, and coding methods in NVivo software (Saldaña &
Omasta, 2017).
Research Questions
RQ1. How do team dynamics within the shared team leadership model affect the team
composition processes at DLIFLC?
RQ2. How do team composition processes impact team productivity at DLIFLC over
time?
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RQ3. What are the dynamics within the shared team leadership model that apply to
DLIFLC team composition processes?
Definition of Key Terms
Cognitive diversity. A mutual understanding, ability to understand others, or cognitive
alignment with team members (Aggarwal et al., 2019).
Deep-level team composition. A task-related, psychological diversity of beliefs, values,
attitudes, and personalities of team members resulting in higher productivity and enhanced team
effectiveness (Harrison et al., 2000).
Demographic diversity. A team property wherein members have recognizable diversity
in gender, race, age, ethnicity, abilities, and disabilities (Mor Barak, 2017).
Geographic diversity. Refers to including members from different parts of a country,
area, region, or the globe and ensuring a variety of cultures, ethics, and morals to enhance the
team’s productivity (Nepelski et al., 2019).
Heterarchy. Refers to the horizontal working of members in a team, group, or
organization involving relationships of interdependence (Singh, 2015).
Hierarchy. Refers to vertical differences between members of a group, team, or
organization (Greer et al., 2018).
Shared team leadership. Defined in terms of an emergent team property of mutual
influence and shared responsibility among members, where they lead each other to achieve
common goals (Northouse, 2016).
Surface-level team composition. Refers to members’ biological characteristics and
attributes that become less effective over time (Harrison et al., 2000).
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Team cohesion. Defined as group members developing a social and psychological bond
through a sense of belonging and connectedness (Kao et al., 2019).
Team composition. Refers to a process through which individuals are put together to
work collaboratively and achieve specific objectives (Bahargam et al., 2018).
Team dynamics. Characteristics that the team members share, such as knowledge, skills,
and abilities (KSA), strengths, habits, perspectives, capabilities, and efforts to achieve their goals
(Kozlowski & Chao, 2018).
Team trust. Defined as a reliance on the character, ability, strengths, or trust of someone
to feel comfortable and confident to share ideas, work coherently, and produce high results
(Breuer et al., 2020).
Teams. Identified as a collection of individuals who share responsibilities for an outcome
and are defined as two or more members working together to achieve common goals (McNeese,
2018; Tuckman & Jensen, 2010).
Teamwork. Identified as a cooperation process that allows ordinary people to achieve
extraordinary results (Bani-Hani et al., 2018).
Chapter Summary and Chapter 2 Overview
Teamwork is an emergent and growing phenomenon in the present competitive work
environment (Northouse, 2016). Over 80% of organizations globally practice teamwork and a
team-based work environment to achieve common goals. Bell et al. (2018) found that most
organizations form teams using surface-level composition strategies, which are insufficient to
achieve the intended goals in the long run. Considering team dynamics and characteristics in
team composition processes is vital for the success of an organization. Team dynamics, such as
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team trust and diversity (cognitive, demographic, and geographic), are fundamental
characteristics of a successful team.
This mixed-methods research study explored how DLIFLC formed teaching teams and
the impact of its current practices on organizational productivity. This study also investigated the
applicability of surface-level or deep-level team composition and effectiveness referred to as
heterarchy at DLIFLC. Although DLIFLC is a vertically run organization, this study tested how
the shared team leadership model (heterarchy) was practiced at the team level. Adequate team
composition processes lead to the success of an organization, provided the organization ensures
team dynamics and sufficient time for cohesive communication within the team.
In Chapter 2, I develop a dialogical discussion around the logic model of Chen (2015),
describing input, processes, and outputs (IPO). The inputs include team dynamics: trust,
cognitive, demographic, and geographic diversity, in conjunction with the shared team leadership
framework. In the processes phase, I include activities, the flow of information, and
communication within and across teams. The output process includes team cohesion,
performance, and low team conflicts. I add the outcomes of this process as well, including
quality production and customer satisfaction. Finally, this chapter includes connections and gaps
in the existing literature around team composition processes in foreign language teaching and
learning, particularly in a military setup.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The purpose of this mixed-methods research study was to explore how the Defense
Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) composed teaching teams and the
impact of its current practices on organizational productivity. This study also examined the
applicability of surface-level or deep-level team composition and effectiveness, referred to as
heterogeneity in the heterarchical structure at DLIFLC. Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive
literature review that revolves around shared team leadership, teamwork, team dynamics, and
team composition processes. Although the existing literature presents insights on the
effectiveness of teamwork, team dynamics, and team productivity, little is known about how
teams are composed in all professional settings (Bailey & Skvoretz, 2017). Teams are composed
using soft skills, competencies, socio-psychological aspects of the team members, and the
organization’s needs (Farasat & Nikolaev, 2016).
Teamwork is an emergent, evident, and prevalent practice in the present competitive
work environment (Northouse, 2016). Organizations are increasingly focusing on team-based
and results-oriented structures for faster and more competitive advantage (Northouse, 2016).
Bani-Hani et al. (2018) explained that teamwork is a collaborative process allowing ordinary
people to work together for extraordinary performance. In 2015, Siha and Campbell claimed that
80% of organizations are focusing on team-based work environments, which was further
supported by Barsin et al. (2017) and Solansky (2008), who mentioned an increase of 6% each
year in team-based organizational structures. The effectiveness of teamwork is the reflection of
organizational dynamics and a collaborative work climate. Hoch et al. (2010) affirmed that
shared team leadership (STL) is an emergent team property, influencing team effectiveness and
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productivity. Farasat and Nikolaev (2016) further emphasized that team social structures, team
dynamics, and team cohesion are essential parts of team composition processes.
The Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC) is a worldrenowned foreign language teaching center that emphasizes the culturally diverse and immersive
learning and teaching experience. At DLIFLC, the first-line supervisors staple (place) faculty
members into functioning teams. The unheeded team composition processes and the team
dynamics that include trust and diversity (cognitive, geographic, and demographic) result in high
team conflicts, low team performance, and low productivity. The existing problem of team
composition processes is threefold: (a) no formal policy exists on how to form teams, (b)
standard operating procedures (SOPs) on team composition processes and practices are absent,
and (c) teams are composed using surface-level compositional strategies.
Inadequate team composition approaches affect team performance and functionality,
especially when members are randomly put together in functioning teams without considering
the dynamics of team members, team processes, and team performance (Pociask et al., 2017).
Siha and Campbell (2015) further elaborated that productivity and team outputs are impeded
when members are stapled randomly into functioning teams. Van Knippenberg et al. (2013)
acknowledged the need to explore team dynamics and team composition processes within the
higher education sector. The problem of practice at the organization in focus is threefold: (a) the
standard operating procedures (SOPs) in place at this organization are unknown, (b) no formal
policy exists concerning team composition processes, and (c) teams are composed using surfacelevel compositional strategies. A further investigation into team composition processes aligned
with team dynamics using IPO procedures (Goodwin et al., 2018) and Chen’s (2015) logic model
helped the organization in team composition processes within its settings.
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Literature Search Methods
For this literature review, I searched a wide variety of topic-related materials using the
Margarett and Herman Brown Library (Abilene Christian University [ACU]) and selected over
150 empirical and peer-reviewed articles. Additionally, I used Sage Research Methods Online,
leadership and educational journals, EBSCO, ERIC, and Google Scholar. I also found over a
dozen dissertations on the topic from the ProQuest database. Most of the empirical articles
selected were published between 2014 and 2021 to ensure the literature’s current relevance to the
research topic. To find the pertinent materials, I used the key terms shared leadership, shared
team leadership, diversity, demographic diversity, geographic diversity, cognitive diversity,
teams, team composition, team dynamics, team formation, team composition processes, teams in
education, virtual teams, teams in higher education, heterarchy, hierarchy, team cohesiveness,
and team trust.
Besides the course books, I rented and purchased books on teamwork, team dynamics,
and the functioning of successful teams for an in-depth understanding and dialogical discussion.
Throughout my doctoral studies, I searched for materials related to the theoretical framework of
shared team leadership, qualitative and quantitative study findings of team effectiveness, team
composition processes, and team dynamics.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this study revolved around shared team leadership, also
known as the Hill model (as cited in Northouse, 2016), in conjunction with team dynamics
(Grand et al., 2016) that included trust (Rong et al., 2019) and diversity (Mor Barak, 2017).
Team characteristics are team properties that keep members together and provide them a trusted
venue to work together and achieve intended goals. This study’s theoretical framework was
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embedded in a process that includes inputs, processes, and outputs (IPO) by Goodwin et al.
(2018) and Chen’s (2015) logic model.
This theoretical framework was further supported by the input-process-out/outcome
(IPO) model and the input-mediator-outcome (IMO) model. Simultaneously, Ilgen et al. (2005)
presented an IMOI model, namely, input-mediator-outputs-inputs. The IMOI is a spiral or
continuous process or life cycle of a team, whereas IPO reflects a single-cycle team process
framework. The only difference in IPO and IMO or IMOI models is the mediator phase, which
indicates how team members act, react, and collaborate through improved communication. Laura
and Radu (2013) explained that the input category consists of the team’s skills, attributes, and
size as critical characteristics. The process phase includes interaction between members
performing tasks to achieve intended goals. The team output category indicates the performance
or productivity of the team. However, the outcome category reflects the quality of work,
improved relationships among team members, and team performance satisfaction.
In an IPO model, which is a single cycle process, the individual characteristics of team
members play a vital role in team productivity and creativity. Mathisen et al. (2008) asserted that
the IPO perspectives are more productive when the organizational leadership complies with
creative personality composition, team climate, and innovativeness in teams. Robillard et al.
(2014) mentioned that “IPO systems are complex because components interact across levels and
over time, that means, individuals, perform their tasks that impact phenomena at the team level,
and so impact the team performance” (p. 911).
The IPO framework is a powerful tool in gauging the efficacy of teams and teamwork.
Ilgen et al. (2005) mentioned that an IPO model explicitly or implicitly invokes team
effectiveness. The input category in the IPO process is the foundation for team functioning in
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human resources or the airline industry, education sector, industrial sector, and so forth (Ma et
al., 2017; Mansikka et al., 2017; Stock, 2014). Therefore, the following model (see Figure 1)
explored how the IPO is reflected at DLIFLC.
Figure 1
Logic Model of Chen (2015) and Goodwin et al.’s (2018) IPO Model
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Note. Adapted from “Practical Program Evaluation: Theory-Driven Evaluation and the
Integrated Evaluation Perspective,” by H. T. Chen, 2015, SAGE Publications, and “The Science
of Teams in the Military: Contributions From Over 60 Years of Research,” by G. F. Goodwin, N.
Blacksmith, and M. R. Coats, 2018, American Psychologist, 73(4), 322–333
(https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000259). Copyright 2015 by SAGE Publications and 2018 by the
American Psychological Association.
This theoretical framework shows shared team leadership and team dynamics as inputs
that include trust and diversity (cognitive, demographic, and geographic). The team processes or
mediating team elements include information flow, communication, coordination, and team
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activities. The outputs and outcomes of this model represent team cohesion, team performance,
low team conflicts, high-quality production, and customer satisfaction. Chen’s (2015) logic
model has segregated outputs and outcomes, whereas the IPO model of Goodwin et al. (2018)
considers outputs as a product that can be further elaborated according to the organizational
needs and demands. The following part of the literature review generates a dialogical discussion
around this model and critically evaluates the empirical evidence and existing practices in
teamwork.
Shared Team Leadership
Teamwork is a growing phenomenon in modern organizations (Haas & Mortensen,
2016). Team effectiveness and achievement include the outcomes of high productivity, efficient
use of resources, command of problem-solving, high-quality products and services, and, most of
all, high team creativity and innovation (Northouse, 2016). Efficacious teams are highly
productive, creative, and dense in leadership roles (Choi et al., 2017). Wang et al. (2014) defined
shared team leadership as “an emergent team property of mutual influence and shared
responsibility among team members” (p. 181). Shared leadership in teams is a unique idea that
puts individuals together for improved productivity and creativity. According to Northouse
(2016), “shared team leadership occurs when members of a team take on leadership roles or
behaviors to influence the team and maximize team effectiveness” (p. 365).
Teams and compositional processes in teams are critical concerns for organizations
relying solely on a team-based work environment (Wang et al., 2014). Morgeson et al. (2010)
described 15 team-centric leadership views within teams that range from team composition to
social climate support elements. These views satisfy the critical needs and behaviors of team
members. Similarly, Small and Rentsch (2010) defined shared leadership within teams as a
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notion of performance by more than one team member as leaders. Distributed, collective, or
shared team leadership is an emerging team property. Carson et al. (2007) mentioned that
teamwork is not an individual effort but a collective work to achieve a common goal. Galli
(2018) explored the impact of shared leadership on team dynamics that include cohesion and
coaching. This study also revealed a strong correlation between shared leadership and team
dynamics that play a vital role in team performance and productivity.
Chen (2015) mentioned that those team members who exhibit psychological collectivism
tend to be the best teams in the shared leadership model. Aubé et al. (2018) found that
communication flow experience among team members remains the key when density and
centrality of leadership roles are dominant in a shared leadership work environment. Leadership,
notably the shared leadership model, predicts the significant performance of teams when leaders
practice humility and personality elements of team members (Chiu et al., 2016). Additionally,
team performance is deep-rooted in team cohesion that impacts the overall productivity of the
team or the organization (Mathieu et al., 2015).
Shared team leadership is a mental model that requires high cognitive processes and
cognitive alignment among team members. The team mental model represents cognitive
harmony among team members, allowing members to explore, explain, predict, and produce
knowledge and collective behaviors. According to Richter and Arndt (2018), building and
sustaining cognitive and social responsibility among team members is essential, particularly
during team composition and functioning times. Choi et al. (2017) mentioned that the behaviors
and practices of leaders impact the team structures that are widely predictable in organizational
functioning. Similarly, explaining the structure and team composition optimization processes,
Farasat and Nikolaev (2016) asserted that the social structures among the team members play
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vital roles in team outputs and productivity. Therefore, it is imperative to assemble teams
keeping in view the social, psychological, and cognitive elements. McNeese (2018) explained
that the team mental model is essential when the team cognition or psychological alignment in
teams is concerned.
Northouse (2016) explained that shared team leadership is a mental model in which
members exhibit leadership abilities. Members of teams, either self-managed or composed by
leaders, are obligated to practice higher confidence, responsibility, and shared vision. Solansky
(2008) explored that members sharing responsibilities predict high motivation and collective
efficacy. Solansky (2008) further defined efficacy as a motivational term referring to individual
and group beliefs, abilities, and skills.
Functioning teams do not always have good experiences. Shared experiences in certain
working conditions can adversely impact team productivity. Luciano et al. (2018) found the
conditions that reflect discomfort among team members working on common goals with negative
consequences. They further explained that the working conditions in a team vary based on task
difficulty and complexity. If the tasks are too vague, confusing, and complicated, the team
members get frustrated over time and impede the common goals.
Team Composition
Adhering to the utility and effectiveness of teamwork (Kozlowski & Chao, 2018),
Sanchez-Segura et al. (2018) accentuated the ancient African saying, “If you want to go fast, go
alone. If you want to go far, go together” (p. 369). Team composition is a process of organizing
individuals into functioning teams or groups to achieve common goals. Team composition is a
complex process. The team composition processes can vary according to the size of a team,
needs and requirements of a team, organizational structures, and task demands (Held et al., 2018;
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Scheidgen, 2019). Kozlowski and Chao (2018) argued that team composition processes are
inherently dynamic and not static and vary because of “the team inputs (e.g., structure,
information, and sources), processes (member knowledge, skills, and efforts), and outputs (team
performance and productivity; p. 578).”
There are two types of teams around which the empirical data exists: self-designed teams
and leader or organizational designed teams. The criteria of team composition for both types are
differently adapted and practiced. For example, Bani-Hani et al. (2018) explored that selfdesigned teams mostly lean toward surface-level composition (demographic) because members
feel more confident and socio-psychologically connected. However, Bell et al. (2018) explored
the affective states, behavioral processes, and cognitive states (ABC) of team composition for
leader-designed teams. They emphasized deep-level team composition because members develop
socio-psychological characteristics, knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors (KAB), beliefs, values,
and personality traits over time.
Teams are composed using specific mechanisms and characteristics of members that
ensure the effectiveness of a group. Bailey and Skvoretz (2017) presented four mechanisms that
best fit most self-developed and leader-developed teams. These mechanisms include (a)
competence—refers to a member’s potential abilities, skills, diverse information, and knowledge;
(b) homophily—reflects the commonalities and similar attributes of members; (c) familiarity—
refers to team ethics, standards, and previous work experience; and (d) affect—refers to
members’ affinity and aversion as a potential teammate. Similarly, Held et al. (2018) contended
that when the manager or leader-designed teams are composed using optimal matching
characteristics, the team outcomes and productivity are high in quality and quantity. They further
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explained that outcomes depend on how the organizations compose their teams, whether stagebased or activity-based. The composition process of teams should be in order and not chaos.
Considering the variables of team composition, the personality attributes of team
members play a vital role in the team’s success or failure. Zhou (2016) explained that personality
attributes of team members are deep-level components, such as behaviors, beliefs, values, and
information levels, that contribute to the group’s success. In addition, team characteristics predict
member identity that transforms into group identity. Huettermann et al. (2017) found that
members’ identity is positively related to team identity because members show a willingness to
participate in group activities, cooperate, and communicate.
Although much has been empirically tested around team formational or compositional
elements, the evidence justifies and supports the effectiveness of teamwork (Pociask et al.,
2017). The literature also revealed different compositional mechanisms, characteristics, and team
foundational aspects. However, little is known about how the organizations compose their teams
and what characteristics are more beneficial than others (Held et al., 2018; Pociask et al., 2017;
Scheidgen, 2019).
Team Types and Models
A team model refers to the setup or structure of individuals working together. Teams are
composed to complete a task, solve a problem, achieve a goal, or improve organizational
productivity. Liu et al. (2018) mentioned that computational and compositional aspects of team
formation and team structure could vary in size, purpose, and performance. The existing
literature around teamwork and team composition has presented various types and models of
teams that serve different purposes in projects and organizations.
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Kukhnavets (2018) explained five types of teams (a) project teams (functional, crossfunctional, matrix, and contract teams), (b) self-managed teams, (c) virtual teams, (d) operational
teams, and (e) problem-solving teams. In contrast, Veyrat (2017) presented an added list of team
types (a) functional work team (in which all members belong to the same work area), (b) interworking team (in which members work with a multidisciplinary view), (c) troubleshooting team
(that improve processes and solve issues), (d) self-managed team (in which members define and
divide their workload themselves with multiple leadership roles), (e) project team, and (f) taskforce team.
Kriek (2019) elucidated the typology of teams formed according to an organization’s
needs that ranges among functional, cross-functional, extreme action, crew, and behavioral
teams. Each set of teams has its own values and functions. Other scholars define teams under
social, psychological, and task-based structures to further create need-based teams to achieve
specific goals.
Diversity in Teams
Diversity in teams is a crucial element of team composition and team processes because it
is a critical ingredient in the collective working of an organization (Mor Barak, 2017). Van
Knippenberg et al. (2013) explained that diversity (geographic, demographic, and cognitive) is
an embedded part of a global teamwork environment that requires a mindset of diverse working.
Diversity, on the other hand, supports the dynamic capability of team members. Hong et al.
(2019) found that managing diversity can affect team performance when mediating a shared
leadership model. Similarly, Najam et al. (2018) explored that temporal diversity on knowledge
sharing by team members could have positive results.

22
Diversity in teams is not only an essential part of organizational functioning, but it also
provides unlimited chances of team creativity, innovation, and high productivity (Salazar et al.,
2017). The emerging trends in diverse and distance teams have shaped teamwork drastically.
Diversity in teams reflects two types: (a) static team diversity, which is stable and does not
change over time, and (b) dynamic team diversity that can change, improve, or amend at any
time to benefit the group or the organization (Li et al., 2018). An empirical study by Hill and
Bartol (2016) revealed that empowering employees of dispersed teams is positively related to
high team performance. Team members who are empowered and collaboratively working
together produce high results.
Among the salient team dynamics, team cognition is essential in supporting team
members to perform better and make collaborative decisions (Grand et al., 2016). Inclusiveness
and diversity are some of the most vital team dynamics that leaders need to keep in mind while
forming teams. As Mitchell et al. (2015) described, diversity and inclusiveness of leadership in a
shared leadership model augment interpersonal and team performance processes. Also, Lee et al.
(2015) explored that diversity of skills, cognitive alignment, and demographic diversity are vital
elements in online or distance working environments. Shared leadership provides opportunities
to teams in diverse and multidisciplinary ways. Zhou et al. (2015) found that four dimensions of
team informational diversity include skill diversity, educational diversity, functional specialty,
and managerial skills among team members. These dimensions provide guidelines to leaders
while forming teams, resulting in high productivity and professional growth among employees
and the organization itself.
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Demographic Diversity
Besides the importance of teamwork, diversity in teams has been a rising trend in
organizations and a primary interest in the literature (Spoelma & Ellis, 2017). Diversity is a
broad topic; to clarify the deep-level diversity within teams, I explored cognitive, demographic,
and geographic diversity. Demographic diversity refers to attributes of individuals that include
gender, race, ethnicity, age, religion, nationality, etc. (Moon, 2018) explained that most
organizations in the United States are legally mandated to ensure demographic diversity in
compliance with the Affirmative Action and Equal Employment Opportunity. Moon (2018) also
identified gaps in the literature regarding how demographic diversity is effective in the public
sector. Very little is known about gender, age, religion, and nationality attributes of diversity in
the existing literature (Wong et al., 2017).
When teams are composed using surface-level or deep-level diversity attributes, the
performance results are contingent on the level of the organization used to put individuals
together. For example, Harrison et al. (2000) explained that surface-level diversity is a
demographic diversity and refers to the biological characteristics of members that become less
effective over time. However, deep-level or psychological (task-related) diversity refers to team
members’ beliefs, values, attitudes, and personalities that result in higher productivity and
enhanced team effectiveness. Similarly, Lau and Murnighan (1998) presented surface-level and
deep-level diversity as a fault-line that creates a divide among team members based on their
biological or psychological attributes.
An increased number of women, religious minorities, and traditional groups have
changed the current workplace dynamics. In turn, the diversified workplace has provided an
opportunity for creativity and competitive advantages as well (Lau & Murnighan, 1998).

24
However, Williams and O’Reilly (1998, as cited in Tasheva &Hillman, 2019, p. 747) and Mello
and Rentsch (2015) explained that “team diversity is often called a double-edged sword or a
mixed blessing” (p. 625) because it can either benefit the organizational productivity or
adversely affect the team functionality depending on its compositional design. They further
explained that variation in team composition defines the outcomes.
The diverse team compositional components also drive the team’s psychological safety.
Tasheva and Hillman (2019) defined demographic diversity as “the distribution of personal
attributes” (p. 750) that divide members into in-group and out-group working subgroups.
Northouse (2016) elaborated that members of the in-group as employees work closely with the
leaders and are well informed, confident, and high achievers, whereas members of the out-group
are less compatible with the leaders and members of the in-group. Such an environment creates
psychological safety issues among team members and can affect team trust and productivity.
Geographic Diversity
Although diversity has been considered beneficial for team effectiveness, scholars are
debating on its academic and practical utility (Tasheva & Hillman, 2019). Due to the augmented
trends of teamwork, organizations are increasing geographical aspects in teams and team
members (Hill & Bartol, 2016). Geographic diversity is defined as differences in geographic
locations regarding teams and teamwork (Bahlmann, 2016). Geographically diverse teams cover
a wide range of member information, knowledge, and experiences contributing to achieving
common goals.
Geographic diversity is also an incorporated indicator that boosts innovation, team
potential, and team creativity (Nepelski et al., 2019). They further explored that innovation,
collective effectiveness, and team performance reflect heterogeneity in a team. Geographically
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diverse team members are more prone to collaborate with other members, easily adjust to
different circumstances, and coordinate better when teams are expected to perform better
(Nepelski et al., 2019). Geographically dispersed teams (Hill & Bartol, 2016) predict enhanced
coordination and high productivity levels at local, national, and international levels due to the
enhanced exposure of team members (Nepelski et al., 2019).
When it comes to team performance, geographic diversity in a shared team leadership
theoretical perspective enhances opportunities for team members to collaborate and ensure team
performance. Hill and Bartol (2016) explored that members of geographically diverse teams
mitigate risk factors of individual differences, and the diverse attributes of members bequeath
and enhance team performance and productivity. In addition, distributed or shared team
leadership provides an opportunity for leaders and team members to work cohesively, leading to
minimal team conflicts, improved performance, and a diverse knowledge bank (Bahlmann,
2016).
Cognitive Diversity
Cognitive diversity has been defined by Mello and Rentsch (2015) as a “variation
(differences) in underlying attributes, beliefs, and values through individual background and
experience” (as cited in Mello & Rentsch, 2015, p. 623). There is a shift from surface-level
diversity (demographic), which reflects the biological attributes of members, to deep-level
diversity, indicating long-term cognitive cohesiveness among members. Cognitive diversity
revolves around processes, member attitudes, and team outcomes. Mello and Rentsch (2015)
mentioned that earlier empirical studies focused more on demographic diversity than deep-level
diversity that emphasizes team members’ cognitive and long-term commitment. Limited data are
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available on cognitive diversity that predicts team composition and performance (Mello &
Rentsch, 2015).
Cognitive diversity among team members ensures team creativity and productivity. Wang
et al. (2016) elaborated that “any team can have immense potential for creativity if the team
members possess or perceive high cognitive diversity” (p. 3231). They also asserted that
cognitive diversity among team members results in high creativity and productivity because the
diverse cognitive abilities of members generate more innovative ideas and intrinsic motivation.
Similarly, Aggarwal et al. (2019) found that cognitive diversity creates collective intelligence,
collective learning, and collective productivity.
Since cognitive diversity reflects long-term or deep-level diversity and allows members
to develop a mental model, members must work together for a long time. Grand et al. (2016)
explored that team cognition creates a shared mental model and transactive memory systems.
When combining members’ mental models and transactive memory systems, the team predicts
high performance over time. Grand et al. (2016) also highlighted that knowledge emergence at
individual and group levels lacked in the literature.
Cognitive diversity heavily depends on the cognitive styles of team members. Mello and
Delise (2015) defined cognitive styles as “ways individuals gather, process, and organize
information for problem-solving, thinking, perceiving, and remembering” (p. 207). The literature
presents cognitive style diversity as a social categorization in which members or coworkers
categorize themselves in smaller groups (surface-level or biological diversity). In contrast,
informational diversity reflects task-oriented team members who share complementary
knowledge, skills, and perspectives (Mello & Delise, 2015).
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Trust in Teams
Scholars have defined team trust differently. However, for the team compositional
perspectives, I used the definition of Breuer et al. (2020) that stated:
Team trust is defined as the shared willingness of the team members to be vulnerable to
the actions of the other team members based on the shared expectation that the other team
members will perform particular actions that are important to the team, irrespective of the
ability to monitor or control the other team members. (p. 5)
Trust is a team characteristic and team property that seizes the interest of one person
(trustor) for the benefit of another (trustee). Breuer et al. (2020) explained it “as antecedents of
trust between the trustor’s propensity and the trustee’s trustworthiness” (p. 6). Breuer et al.
(2020) elaborated on three factors of team trust: ability, benevolence, and integrity that
contribute to strengthening the trust between a trustor and the trustee:
Ability refers to the competencies and skills of the trustee in a given domain. Benevolence
refers to the extent to which the trustor believes the trustee has a positive orientation
toward the trustor beyond an egoistic profit motive. Integrity implies that the trustee acts
in accordance with values and principles the trustor finds acceptable. (p. 7)
On the other hand, Rong et al. (2019) defined team trust as a process of mutual understanding,
team interaction, and collaboration:
Team trust is based on the mutual exchange of trust; in the process of team interaction,
team members voluntarily give up risk prevention against others based on their positive
expectations of future rewards, including support, encouragement, and help. If it is a
positive exchange of confidence about each other’s ability and ethics, this relationship is
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the key to enhancing attraction and cohesiveness for the team and reducing team
rejection. (Breuer et al., 2020, p. 7)
Team trust is a connector that binds members with positive behavior toward each other.
Rong et al. (2019) explained team trust as a mediating mechanism, which is a foundation of
teamwork. The antecedents of team trust are shared experiences and perceptions of team
members (Breuer et al., 2020). Team trust is a multidimensional concept that comprises member
expectations, experiences, knowledge, characteristics, and shared acceptance of vulnerability
(Grossman & Feitosa, 2018).
The antecedents of trust can be found at two levels: “(a) trust within the team as team
property—collectively shared among team members, and (b) within the team members as
individuals that refers to an interpersonal dyadic relationship between individuals, pairs, and in
the overall group” (Costa et al., 2018, p. 176). Kriek (2019) further explored the antecedents of
trust and presented a model that reflects trust at three levels. These levels include organizationallevel, team-level, and individual-level antecedents. This model also represents an outcome of
these antecedents on team performance and productivity that include (a) organizational-level
trust manifests improved communication and enhanced knowledge sharing practices between
individuals and groups; (b) team-level trust results in high levels of team satisfaction,
cooperation, creativity, safety, transformed behaviors, and conflict resolution; and (c) individuallevel trust marks positive behaviors, risk-taking behaviors, and knowledge sharing among
individuals (Kriek, 2019).
Trust creates inevitability, interest, and confidence among members to maximize team
performance. De Jong et al. (2016) found that trust at an intrateam level strengthens member
relationships and enhances team productivity and performance. Research findings suggest that
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building and maintaining trust among team members is a unique way of augmenting team
performance (Drescher et al., 2014). Trust among members develops over time, cohesive
working, and mutual understanding. Once a team develops strong trustors and trustees’
relationship, the team productivity and performance are predictable.
Team Cohesion and Effectiveness
Team enabling conditions result in team effectiveness (Hackman, 2012). These enabling
conditions are “a compelling purpose, right people, real team, clear norms of conduct, supportive
organizational context, and team-focused coaching” (Northouse, 2016, p. 369). Larson and
LaFasto (1987, as cited in Northouse, 2016) presented these enabling conditions as the
characteristics of team excellence, which are “clear goals, result-driven structure, competent
team members, unified commitment, collaborative climate, standards of excellence, external
support and recognition, and principled leadership” (Northouse, 2016, p. 369).
Teams in Higher Education
Teaching and learning are unique experiences that require cohesive and collaborative
efforts. Today, the dynamics of education and the learning environment have changed and
expedited learning experiences. Teams are composed by teachers for projects and assignments to
excel in the learners’ learning exposure. Likewise, individuals also form their own teams based
on their needs and interests. In both circumstances, members work together to achieve the
desired objectives. Kalinovich and Marrone (2017) argued that teams working together for a
more extended period enhance the sharedness of their trust and familiarity that support the
students and teachers advancing in the education and learning process. Similarly, Siha and
Campbell (2015) found that well-formed teams of students and faculty result in high
productivity, especially when the roles are defined, and teams are cohesive. On the other hand,
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when teams are stapled together without realizing the team dynamics, it can adversely affect
team performance, leading toward low productivity. Therefore, it is essential to provide an
opportunity to faculty and students for self-selection in teams, which will encourage a process of
like-mindedness.
In a real sense, the team composition process is the key to successful teamwork. Pociask
et al. (2017) found that in a team-based learning environment, team dynamics, diversity, and
team composition processes are central to the success of teaching and learning. The existing
literature revealed that diverse teams composed of team interests and dynamics were more
productive, creative, and supportive than randomly organized groups (Afshari & Mahajan,
2017). Mintrop and Charles (2017) found that teaching teams composed under adverse working
conditions tend to be more productive, collaborative, and cohesive. They further explained that
teacher-teams predict problem-solving capabilities when working together under tense
conditions and real-life scenarios.
The literature on teaching teams, faculty-teams, or teacher-teams was scarce, and very
little was empirically tested thus far (Mintrop & Charles, 2017). The corporate sector,
government agencies, and social development sector have efficaciously explored the
effectiveness of teams and teamwork. However, it is unknown how teaching teams in higher
education are effective and productive as very little or no data exists.
Hierarchy, Heterarchy, and Military
Traditional organizational arrangements are changing rapidly due to the competitive
nature of the market demand and dynamic requirements of employee functioning. The vertical
differences among employees of an organization reflect the hierarchical organization structure
that can help (at a limited level) and hurt (on a larger scale) the performance of employees. A
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plethora of empirical evidence has revealed that hierarchy slows down employees’ productivity
and creativity levels (Greer et al., 2018). Nederveen Pieterse et al. (2019) elaborated that
traditional top-down leadership structures predict low productivity and the slow working of
employees. A fast-paced work environment and high productivity demanding circumstances
require more flexibility and autonomy to meet the time requirements. Research has indicated that
traditional structures and top-down leadership styles do not meet the time requirements and may
not be more productive in the future (Singh, 2015).
Heterarchy promotes and increases interest in an organization’s bottom-up or flat
structure, group, or team, ensuring cohesiveness, sharedness, and mutual functionality of its
members. According to Kloss (2018), authority within a heterarchy (horizontal structure) is
distributed, collaborative, or shared among members. It promotes autonomy, creativity, and a
sense of belonging among members of a group. Occupational heterarchy, particularly within a
military organizational setup, is ideal for exploring and exploiting trust as a dynamic
characteristic among team members (Valentino, 2019). While digging deeper into the dynamic
characteristics of team composition in the STL model, heterarchy provides a perfect platform to
gauge the basis of achieving common goals.
The military, in general, has been known as a potential organization for team-based work.
Goodwin et al. (2018) mentioned that teams are the core (nucleus) of the military that persuades
its members to achieve the mission. Teams formed in a military setup reflect diversity, which
includes demographic, geographic, and cognitive diversity, believing that team members with
diverse backgrounds bring unique perspectives, knowledge, and skills that help solve problems
expeditiously and enhance team creativity. In a traditional organizational structure in the U.S.
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military, Lindsay et al. (2011) explained that shared leadership is a possibility for the military as
each team member strives to accomplish the mission.
Shared leadership has become a flexible model that best fits a traditional organizational
structure, such as the military departments. In working teams, members consult with each other
before seeking orders or information from the top management. The notion of collaborative and
cohesive working allows members to be harmonized and significantly flexible. Ramthun (2013)
tested the phenomenon of shared leadership in a vertical organization and found that teams
achieve higher goals in demanding contexts and remain cohesive in challenging contexts.
However, it is ambiguous when and how teams perform under dangerous working conditions and
critical missions.
Vertical leadership (a typical hierarchical organizational structure) is incredibly potential
for team-based work when team composition is mandated under transformational leadership. For
example, Hoch (2013) found that “vertical transformational, empowering leadership, and team
composition in terms of integrity were positively related to shared leadership” (p. 159). In
addition, Hoch (2013) highlighted that integrity, sense of responsibility, and trustworthiness are
key personality attributes of team members that ensure team success when applied during the
team composition phase.
As Greer et al. (2018) mentioned, “hierarchy is vertical differences between members in
their possession of socially valued resources” (p. 591) that can benefit or harm the team’s
effectiveness. They also asserted that hierarchy predicts a positive impact on team effectiveness
through enhanced coordination and collaboration. On the other hand, Nederveen Pieterse et al.
(2019) found that vertical leadership may impede the teams’ performance when exhibiting
authority. Low authority differentiation results in high team effectiveness.
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Chapter Summary and Chapter 3 Preview
Shared team leadership is a vibrant and emergent state of teamwork in highly demanding
and results-oriented organizations. Shared team leadership provides, encourages, and enhances
team productivity, provided the teams are formed through the criteria of appropriate team
composition dynamics. The existing literature on shared leadership has revealed that teams
perform better when team cohesion, team trust, and team diversity exist among the team
members. Teams working together for more extended times tend to be more cohesive, and
members predict confidence and trust among themselves.
Susceptible and mission-oriented organizations, such as the military, air traffic crews, and
medical staff, require high trust and cohesion. Some teams working under critical conditions can
negatively impact the organizational mission and team goals due to their frustration levels and
conflicting behaviors. However, little is known if working in dangerous conditions for a
compassionate mission can impede a team’s productivity. Further studies may expose the
dynamics and circumstances under which teams can perform better when working in dangerous
work environments.
Chapter 3 presents and explains the research methodology, research design, and data
collection processes through the mixed-methods research (MMR) approach. The chapter also
explains how the collected data was analyzed, interpreted, and presented as findings.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
This MMR study was designed to explore the team composition processes practiced at
the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center (DLIFLC). This MMR study also
applied inductive and deductive approaches to collect and integrate postpositivists’ and
subjectivists’ perspectives (Muijs, 2010). The MMR is considered the best approach for
integrating the collected data from qualitative and quantitative sources to find comprehensive
outputs (Leavy, 2017). Since this was the first study carried out at DLIFLC to gauge the teaching
teams’ composition processes, the MMR design was most appropriate for generating inclusive
findings that theoretically benefited the organization and teaching teams in the higher education
sector.
This chapter describes the research design and methodology used to gauge the efficacy of
processes undertaken to compose teaching teams at DLIFLC. This chapter outlines the research
questions, hypotheses, research design and methodology, mixed-methods, phenomenological
research, quantitative research, population, sample size and sampling, data collection and
analysis, trustworthiness, ethical considerations, assumptions, limitations, delimitations, and the
chapter summary. These approaches are grounded in the existing literature and the scholarly
materials available.
Research Questions
The research questions and hypotheses that guided this study were:
RQ1. How do team dynamics within the shared team leadership model affect the team
composition processes at DLIFLC?
RQ2. How do team composition processes impact team productivity at DLIFLC over
time?
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RQ3. What are the dynamics within the shared team leadership model that apply to
DLIFLC team composition processes?
Hypotheses
•

H1. Teaching teams cohesively perform better when leaders compose individuals
considering cognitive aligning or cognitive diversity as a key team dynamic.

•

H2. Teaching teams cohesively perform better when leaders compose individuals
considering demographic diversity as a key team dynamic.

•

H3. Teaching teams cohesively perform better when leaders compose individuals
considering geographic diversity as a key team dynamic.

•

H4. Teaching teams are highly productive when trust is the core value of team
functioning.

Research Design and Methods
This MMR study used a nonexperimental approach that incorporated phenomenological
and nomothetical approaches to produce comprehensive data. Using a phenomenological
approach, primarily incorporating data collection through semistructured in-depth interviews,
allowed me to focus on the subjects’ lived experiences. This study followed a sequential
explanatory design (Alavi et al., 2018; Leavy, 2017; Stentz et al., 2012; Venkatesh et al., 2016),
through which collected and analyzed quantitative data helped in interpreting the phenomena
under investigation and the lived experiences of the subjects. Interpretative phenomenology
analysis based on nomothetic science and statistical regularities (Bentahar & Cameron, 2015)
further enhanced opportunities to comprehend and interpret data accurately. As the MMR study
combined two approaches in a single project for precise and comprehensive findings, each is
explained in the following sections.
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Mixed-Methods Research
Compared to mono methods (qualitative or quantitative), the MMR approach provides a
comprehensive and combined viewpoint ensuring the quality of results. Bentahar and Cameron
(2015) stated that although the MMR approach is a relatively new method, it is gaining
momentum and is increasingly used in many disciplines and fields. They also stated that
irrespective of the benefits and utility of the MMR approach, it is underutilized due to its
complexity and data merging perspectives. The MMR strongly supports the epistemological
paradigms of qualitative and quantitative methods and incorporates both approaches’ time,
resources, and capacity (Bentahar & Cameron, 2015). Venkatesh et al. (2016) stated that the
combined but robust qualitative and quantitative methods had gained popularity to investigate
the phenomena in formal and informal settings.
Several definitions of MMR are presented in the existing literature. However, for this
study, I have used the definition by Alavi et al. (2018), “MMR is a type of research in which a
researcher or team of researchers combines elements of qualitative and quantitative research
approaches … for the broad purposes of breadth and depth of understanding and corroboration”
(p. 527). The MMR approach has also been defined as a diverse method to capture the real-life
problem in a single study (Bentahar & Cameron, 2015).
There has been a long discussion about the purpose, utility, and benefits of the MMR
approach. Alavi et al. (2018) found two purposes of the MMR: knowledge and solving practical
problems of a phenomenon. However, Venkatesh et al. (2016) argued that the MMR produces
comprehensive findings with great diversity by combining two methods (qualitative and
quantitative). The rising phenomena of MMR utility reflect solving practical problems in realtime (Calleja, 2009).
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The empirical evidence has revealed the benefits of MMR in the literature. MMR
provides a synergistic effect in finding solutions to a problem (Alavi et al., 2018). Venkatesh et
al. (2016) found that “when used in combination, quantitative and qualitative methods
complement each other and allow for a more robust analysis” (p. 437). They further suggested
that researchers use MMR when research is intended to explain a phenomenon for inclusive and
equivocal purposes holistically. Similarly, Stentz et al. (2012) explored that combining
qualitative and quantitative methods into a mixed-methods research approach maximizes the
strengths of both approaches to elicit a complete picture of a problem and its solution.
Due to the complexity of MMR, institutes preferred the mono methods in higher
education (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2013). Onwuegbuzie et al. (2013) found that the curricula and
strategies drastically improved the quality of student dissertations and thesis proposals when
MMR was applied. Because MMR’s evidence, utility, and application ensure a better
understanding of the research problem under investigation, this study was designed to better
understand and solve the phenomena by using the sequential explanatory design (SED).
Qualitative Research Approach
While explaining the nuts and bolts of research design, Saldaña and Omasta (2017)
explained that qualitative research methodology is an inductive approach to generate meaning
from the context. In qualitative research, a context could be artifacts, stories, activities, events,
and different situations that cover the social life of the subjects. The ontology and epistemology
in qualitative research represent the paradigm and perspective of “positivists, postpositivists, and
constructivists” (Saldaña & Omasta, 2017, p. 12). According to scholars and theorists, qualitative
research includes but is not limited to interviews, case studies, experiments, field research, and
focus group discussions (Leavy, 2017; Saldaña & Omasta, 2017).
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Phenomenological research reveals the lived experiences of the subjects. According to
Skea (2016), the interpretive perspective of phenomenology research captures real-life and lived
experiences of subjects with a conscious effort to find solutions to the problem under
investigation. Likewise, Valentine et al. (2018) explained that “phenomenology is a qualitative
research methodology concerned with investigating phenomena as they manifest through lived
experiences” (p. 462). In education, learning is a lived experience that students have.
Phenomenological research provides sufficient exposure to learners and researchers to explore
and explain the lived experiences of people. This study focused on incorporating the
phenomenological aspect with the quantitative data to interpret the lived experiences of subjects
involved in the study.
Quantitative Research Approach
I used a mixed-methods research approach to interpret the phenomenological complex
lived experiences of the subjects through statistical data to a comprehensive finding. Quantitative
research is characterized as a deductive approach that involves measuring variables and testing
the relations and correlations between these variables (Leavy, 2017). Leavy (2017) further
explained that quantitative research provides objectivity, neutrality, and a sizeable scope of
knowledge through gathered statistical data. The utility of a quantitative approach is to explain
and evaluate the phenomena under investigation. Muijs (2010) defined quantitative research as a
phenomenon that explains numerical data using mathematically based methods.
Population and Sample
After receiving the approval from IRBs of ACU and DLIFLC (see appendix D), the data
for this MMR study were collected from a sample of 120 faculty. According to the DLIFLC’s
annual report (2017), over 1,700 full-time faculty members (53% female and 47% male) teach 20
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world languages in an immersive culture-based teaching and learning environment. As a result of
the size, the institution maintains a wide range of demographic, geographic, and cognitive
diversity, which was considered in the data collection to ensure a full range of participation and
representation of all diversity segments. In addition, as distinct cultures and regions vary in their
leadership styles, learning, and teaching methods, it was vital to recruit a wide variety of
participants to test the phenomena under investigation.
Qualitative Sampling
A good sample size ensures the quality of data collected for a comprehensive finding.
However, sampling in qualitative data collection has received insufficient attention due to
researchers and scholars having different perspectives on the sample size (Sim et al., 2018).
Malterud et al. (2016) suggested that sample size in qualitative research is important, which is
why four things should be considered while setting a sample size: “(a) purpose of the study, (b)
sample specificity, (c) use of established theory, and (d) quality of dialogue and analysis
strategy” (p. 1753).
Researchers have suggested several different sample sizes for qualitative research. For
example, Sim et al. (2018) suggested a sample size that ranges from five to 35 for grounded
theory studies and four to 30 for a single-case study (also see their Table 1 for rules of thumb for
sample sizes on p. 621 of their research article). Obrecht (2019) suggested a sample size of 20;
however, Young and Casey (2019) found that “73% of codes were identified in the first six
interviews and 92% within the first 12 interviews” (Young & Casey, 2019, p. 53). Furthermore,
Saldaña and Omasta (2017) suggested that an ideal size for a qualitative study sample is 10
participants. Therefore, to collect comprehensive data, I have selected a sample size of 16
participants. It will include selecting one supervisor (i.e., the department chair) from each
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language school for the interviews, preferably for a total of four female and four male
supervisors. In addition, eight team leaders who are directly managing the teaching teams and
indirectly engaged in team composition processes will be interviewed.
Quantitative Sampling
Quantitative research involves several types of questionnaires administered differently.
When it comes to sampling size in a quantitative study, Fowler and Lapp (2019) stated that the
sample size depends on the variables, heterogeneity, and randomly selected population. They
also indicated that large samples are not a guarantee of accuracy. However, Mandarim-deLacerda and Del-Sol (2017) asserted that a well-defined sample size ensures the quality of the
research findings. Leavy (2017) suggested that the minimum sample size for quantitative
research should be at least 100 respondents.
Muijs (2010) asserted that if the population of a specific group is 1,000 or greater, then
10% of the population from the same group should be considered as a sample size. Since the
total number of faculty members at DLIFLC is 1,700, the sizeable number of 170 (10%) should
be considered for data collection according to this measure. The target population was
heterogeneous; therefore, this study sought a sample size of 104. The total sample of 120
comprised qualitative and quantitative data samples, 16 and 104, respectively.
Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis
For the qualitative part of this research, data were collected and analyzed using the
following methods.
Interviews
Qualitative data were collected from 16 faculty members (eight supervisors or
department chairs and eight team leaders) through in-depth, semistructured interviews using
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open-ended questions. Once the quantitative data were collected and analyzed through SPSS,
one-on-one (video interviews on Microsoft Teams [MS Teams]) interviews were conducted and
recorded. Each interview lasted between 30–40 minutes and consisted of 10 preselected openended questions. This study used interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) to explain and
interpret the respondents’ lived experiences, thoughts, and beliefs (Leavy, 2017; Noon, 2018).
Voice Recording and Transcription
Noon (2018) stated, it is important for the researcher to record or note the subjects’ exact
words and expressions to grasp the true meaning of their views. Therefore, each interview was
recorded in MS Teams. The video recordings were first transcribed using an online transcription
software called Speed Scriber. The transcriptions were manually checked and corrected in MS
Word for accuracy.
Analytic Memos and Notetaking
While conducting interviews, I took notes and essential pieces of information to jot the
flow of the information that was helpful in the transcription and data analysis. Keeping notes and
analytic memos is the researcher’s sole responsibility (Leavy, 2017; Saldaña & Omasta, 2018).
In addition, Noon (2018) noted that formal documentation keeps the researcher on track and
helps them sequence their ideas and the subjects’ thoughts. Hence, collected data through
interviews was analyzed by condensing and coding transcripts, using NVivo software.
Quantitative Data Collection and Analysis
A mixed-methods approach is considered best for integrating the collected data from
qualitative and quantitative sources to find comprehensive outputs (Leavy, 2017). For the
quantitative data collection, a validated questionnaire was distributed among 104 (volunteer
subjects) faculty members from eight undergraduate education schools of DLIFLC. I received
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the permission from the original author to use the instrument for quantitative data collection (see
Appendix E). The completed questionnaires from 66 of the 104 respondents were considered for
data analysis. The SPSS software tool was used to analyze the quantitative data (Muijs, 2010).
This study used the analyzed quantitative data applying the sequential explanatory design to
interpret and explain the complex phenomena under investigation.
Establishing Trustworthiness
Trustworthiness in research refers to quality criteria, credibility, and confidence that
ensure the validity of the data. Kornbluh (2015) asserted that it is a big challenge for the
researcher to consider all aspects of the study to help the reader understand phenomena and
perceived experiences. Trustworthiness also reflects the researcher’s awareness about the quality
of the research, awareness about the researcher’s biases, and consciousness about the process
(Connelly, 2016).
For this research, trustworthiness was considered by following the standards for assessing
the rigor and trustworthiness of the inquiry (Saldaña & Omasta, 2017). The rigor and standards
included consistent communication with the dissertation chair, dissertation committee,
institutional review board (IRB), and the study participants. Open communication allowed trust
as a mutual value to grow and strengthen. Sinkovics and Alfoldi (2012) asserted that qualitative
data analysis is a messy part of the research; therefore, using a sequential and software-based
approach enhances trustworthiness. Neutrality in data collection, data analysis, and data
interpretation ensured trust among all stakeholders and the readers of this study.
Ethical Considerations
Ensuring the application of research ethics is a critical process to trustworthy findings.
This study followed basic ethical principles of Belmont Report (a) respect of individuals, (b)
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beneficence, and (c) justice (as cited in Saldaña & Omasta, 2017). Also, this study followed the
research rules of participant’s consent, confidentiality, and open communication. The active
involvement of research stakeholders, such as the IRB, research participants, organizational
leadership, dissertation chair, dissertation committee, and the researcher, augments an additional
layer that ensured ethical considerations.
Leavy (2017) broadened the scope of ethical considerations in research by asserting that
concentrated emphasis on ethical praxis addresses the applicability of ethics that included
“approval from the IRB(s), informed consent of the research subjects, confidentiality,
participant’s right to ask questions, permission rights, professional communication, data security,
and debriefing of the findings” (p. 157). In the qualitative part of the research, reflexivity is
another essential stage that ensures the final dimension of ethics (Leavy, 2017).
This MMR study applied all ethical rules and principles to ensure credibility through the
following steps:
a. completed certifications on ethical considerations,
b. received approval from the IRBs both from ACU and the DLIFLC,
c. communicated with potential research participants,
d. briefed the participants about the study being conducted,
e. received signed consent forms,
f. distributed forms, scheduled interviews, collected data, and kept the data in a secured
and locked place for the confidentiality and sanctity of the data,
g. answered any questions from the participants,
h. ensured that collected information posed no harm to any of the participants, and

44
i. did not disclose any information from the participants that could impact the position
or employment of the participant(s).
In compliance of the trustworthiness and ethical considerations, I received the approval from the
department of operational security (OPSEC) of DLIFLC (see appendix F), ensuring that all
information was secure and does not harm anyone in or out of the organization.
Assumptions
This MMR study assumed that all stakeholders and participants participated voluntarily
with their consent and understanding of the importance of this study. Participants communicated
openly and honestly throughout the data collection, data analysis, review, briefing, and
debriefing of the findings. This study also assumed that based on the participants’ understanding,
the collected data would represent an accurate picture of the problem in practice at DLIFLC.
As far as the cooperation from the IRB at DLIFLC and the organizational leadership, it
was assumed that both bodies would cooperate in data collection, human resource utilization,
and data analysis and identifying any discrepancies in the data classification. Furthermore, the
leadership of DLIFLC actively taking part in this study would benefit the organization, teaching
teams, and the future directions of the organization.
Limitations
This MMR study conducted at the DLIFLC was limited for the following reasons. First,
the teaching teams were part of the U.S. military (civilian setup) and a top-down functioning
organization, and this study may not be replicable in the higher education sector. Second, the
organization (DLIFLC) focused on foreign language teaching and learning that further reduced
the scope of the research findings. Third, teaching teams were not formed by themselves;
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instead, they were composed by the leadership, which, in many instances, was not applicable in
the higher education sector.
Delimitations
This MMR approach comprehensively explored the phenomena under study; however,
topics such as behavioral, the natural flow of communication, and self-defined team dynamics
could have been added in teaching team composition processes. This study did not consider team
dynamics for self-organized or self-developed teams nor assessed any variable that supported
team members’ efforts to establish their own teams. Moreover, this study could include more
than one higher educational institute to gauge team dynamics across institutions to ensure a wide
range of utility and applicability.
Chapter Summary and Preview of the Next Chapter
Unlike mono methods, an MMR study design strongly supports the epistemological
paradigms of qualitative and quantitative methods and incorporates both approaches’ time,
resources, and capacity (Bentahar & Cameron, 2015). This study followed a sequential
explanatory design (Alavi et al., 2018; Leavy, 2017; Stentz et al., 2012; Venkatesh et al., 2016),
through which collected and analyzed quantitative data helped in interpreting the phenomena
under investigation and the lived experiences of the subjects. Furthermore, the research findings
comprehensively corroborated the breadth and depth of the issue under study because the rising
phenomena of MMR utility reflected solving practical problems in real time (Calleja, 2009).
The following chapter, Chapter 4, presents the findings based on the data collected
through the MMR approach and analyzes the data using quantitative and qualitative data analysis
tools. The complex phenomena and themes are interpreted using the basis of quantitative data.
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The research findings represent a comprehensive and complete picture of the problem under
investigation with possible solutions.
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Chapter 4: Results
This chapter is structured as follows: introduction, review of research focus and
processes, analysis of data, and summary. This chapter reports the quantitative and qualitative
data collection, analysis, and findings. It also discusses how the data addresses the research
problem statement, research questions, and hypothesis. The purpose of this study was to
investigate (a) the teaching team composition processes at the DLIFLC, (b) the applicability of
surface-level or deep-level team composition at the DLIFLC, and (c) the impact of shared team
leadership in the DLIFLC.
In this chapter, I report the results and findings of the study. I examined data collected
through the quantitative and qualitative means from 82 respondents (n = 66 quantitative; n = 16
qualitative). The data were cross analyzed to check the validity of the problem statement: (a) the
department chairs place team members into functioning teams ignoring the team dynamics and
characteristics that include trust and diversity, (b) no formal policy on team composition exists at
DLIFLC on team composition, and (c) the standards and procedures in place at DLIFLC are
unknown on team composition.
The study sought to answer the following questions through a validated quantitative
research questionnaire.
RQ1. How do team dynamics within the shared team leadership model affect the team
composition processes at DLIFLC?
RQ2. How do team composition processes impact team productivity at DLIFLC over
time?
RQ3. What are the dynamics within the shared team leadership model that apply to
DLIFLC team composition processes?
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Also, this study followed a sequential explanatory design (SED) to interpret and explain the
phenomena under investigation, focusing on the following hypotheses.
•

H1. Teaching teams perform better when leaders compose teams considering
cognitive aligning or cognitive diversity as a key team dynamic.

•

H2. Teaching teams perform better when leaders compose teams considering
demographic diversity as a key team dynamic.

•

H3. Teaching teams perform better when leaders compose teams considering
geographic diversity as a key team dynamic.

•

H4. Teaching teams are highly productive when trust is the core value of team
functioning.

Sample and Population Description
The sample size of this MMR study was 120 faculty members who were directly
associated with the in- or out-of-classroom teaching. For the quantitative data collection, 104
faculty members were targeted and invited. For the qualitative data, 16 faculty members (eight
department chairs (DCs), a.k.a. first-line supervisors, and eight team-leaders (TLs) with equal
gender representation) participated who form, manage, and retain teaching teams.
After the approvals from ACU IRB, DLIFLC’s S-IRB and IRB, the commandant’s site
permission for data collection and sponsorship of the questionnaire, and the permission and
license from the Army Human Research Protection Office (AHRPO) and the Records
Management and Declassification Agency (RMDA) of the U.S. Army, I sent out the recruitment
materials inviting volunteers from eight undergraduate education (UGE) schools. Once the
intended number of volunteers was received, I provided them with the consent form and the
questionnaire for their input. The quantitative data return rate (response rate) was 63.46%,
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whereas the qualitative data collection ratio was 100% as intended and perceived. The combined
response rate for quantitative and qualitative data was 68.33%.
Quantitative Data Analysis and Research Findings
Demographic Data Analysis
The first eight questions of the quantitative survey were based on the demographic
information of the respondents. The data results found that 55% of the respondents were female
and 45% male. The White respondents were 53%, Asian 43%, and American Indian, African
American, and Native Hawaiian were 4% combined. Most respondents were Non-Hispanic or
Latino (92.4%), whereas only 7.6% were Hispanic or Latino participants. Since the DLIFLC is
an educational institute, the education levels of the majority of the participants were postgraduate
degree at 56.1%, graduate at 41%, and the respondents with an undergraduate degree and high
school diploma were only 3% (1.5% each). When the gender and position variables were crosstabulated, the results reflected that 47 respondents (25 female and 22 male) were serving as
assistant professors (see Table 1). The female respondents were 40% more on associate professor
and professor ranks than the male respondents.
Table 1
Gender and Rank Cross-Tabulation of the Respondents

Gender Female
Male
Total

Instructor

Senior
Instructor

Assistant
Professor

Associate
Professor

Professor Total

0

1

25

7

3

36

1

1

22

5

1

30

1

2

47

12

4

66
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The cross-tabulated results of age and ethnicity, 5% and 35% respondents between the
ages of 51 and above, were Latino and Non-Hispanic or Latino. Only 2% Hispanic or Latino
were between the ages of 31–40 and 41–50 years. However, the same age (31–40 & 41–50) NonHispanic or Latino were 23% and 32%, respectively. Among the 41% of graduate faculty
members, the majority were between the ages of 31–40 years. About 26% of postgraduate
respondents were ≥51 years. The second-largest group of postgraduate respondents was 23%.
Thus, the age factor and level of education are significantly correlated.
When the data points were cross-tabulated for age and number of years at DLIFLC, the
results suggested that the higher number (11–15 years) of respondents working at DLIFLC was
51 years and above. The second-largest group was between six and 10 years at DLIFLC (see
Table 2).
Table 2
Cross-Tabulation of Age and Number of Years at DLIFLC

Number of Years at DLIFLC

Age of the
Respondents

Total

30 and
below

05 and
below
2

0

21 and
above
0

Total
2

06–10

11–15

16–20

0

0

31–40

5

9

2

0

0

16

41–50

2

8

9

2

1

22

51 and
above

2

5

14

4

1

26

11

22

25

6

2

66
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Themes and Classification of the Survey Questions
The quantitative survey questions were divided into two sections: (a) the demographic
information of the respondents and (b) the inputs on the Likert scale, which were further divided
into eight core themes for team composition and team functioning processes that included the
following:
a. Demographic information—based on gender, age, race, ethnicity, education,
number of years at DLIFLC, position, and the nature of the position,
b. Coordination—within the groups and between groups: Questions 6, 11, 17, 23, 32,
c. Decision-making—within the groups and between groups: Questions 3, 7, 12, 18, 24,
28, 38, 45,
d. Leadership—within the groups and between the groups: Questions 1, 4, 8, 13, 19,
25, 29, 44, 46,
e. Interpersonal skills—within the groups and between the groups: Questions 5, 9, 14,
20, 33, 36,
f. Adaptability—within the group and between the group: Questions 21, 26, 30, 34, 40,
47,
g. Communication—within the groups and between the groups: Questions 2, 10, 16,
22, 27, 31, 35,
h. Team composition processes—within the group and between the groups: Questions
38, 39, 41, 43, 49, and
i. Diversity—within the groups and between the groups: Questions 37, 42, 48, 50.
A t test of differences in the mean values of each of the dependent variables across
gender and team composition core themes suggested nonsignificant results. There were no
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significant differences found across gender for coordination F(1, 61) = 0.605, p = .440, decisionmaking F(1, 61) = 0.646, p = .425, leadership F(1, 61) = 0.053, p = .819, interpersonal skills F(1,
61) = 0.465, p = .498, adaptability F(1, 61) = 0.005, p = .943, communication F(1, 61) = 0.574, p
= .451, team composition processes F(1, 61) = 1.089, p = .301, and diversity in teams F(1, 61) =
0.259, p = .612; see Appendix A).
However, there was a significant difference in the mean values for leadership across race
F(1, 61) = 4.406, p = .040. Specifically, Asian respondents noted significantly higher leadership
scores than their White peers (41% vs. 38%, respectively). In a shared team leadership model,
team effectiveness and achievement include the outcomes: high productivity, efficient use of
resources, command of problem-solving, high-quality products and services, and, most of all,
high team creativity and innovation (Northouse, 2016). Efficacious teams are highly productive,
creative, and dense in leadership roles (Choi et al., 2017). Shared leadership in teams is a unique
idea that puts individuals together for improved productivity and creativity. According to
Northouse (2016), “shared team leadership occurs when members of a team take on leadership
roles or behaviors to influence the team and maximize team effectiveness” (p. 365). This quote
suggests deliberate efforts and volunteer roles accepted and practiced by the team members
while working together. The study results predicted shared leadership partially in place at
DLIFLC within the teams. However, the data significantly did not indicate shared leadership
between the teams, DCs, and team leaders (TLs) across the board.
Figure 2 shows a summary of a scatterplot/Bivariate analysis that presented a positive
relationship between coordination and communication variables as team processes; when the
coordination increased within the groups or between the groups, the communication increased
among members or vice versa.
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Figure 2
A Scatterplot of Correlations Between Coordination and Communication

The cross-analysis of Pearson correlation between the core themes of team composition
processes showed that all items were positively related and significant at p = .01 (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Pearson’s Correlation Results for Core Themes

Communication
Communication

Coordi-

Decision-

Leader-

nation

Making

ship

Interpersonal

Adaptability

Skills

Team

Diver-

Processes

sity

1

Coordination

.859**

1

Decision-

.725**

.777**

1

Leadership

.720**

.797**

.801**

1

Interpersonal

.715**

.733**

.799**

.654**

1

Adaptability

.814**

.870**

.812**

.756**

.791**

1

Team

.708**

.705**

.698**

.530**

.592**

.767**

1

.749**

.793**

.619**

.600**

.571**

.778**

.799**

Making

Skills

Processes
Diversity

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Table 4 presents a summary of the correlation between the diversity in groups and the
education of respondents. The statistics show that when the education responses increase, the
diversity elements increase as well (r = .238, p = .054; see Table 4).

1
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Table 4
Pearson 2-Tailed Correlation Results for Diversity and Education of the Respondents

Diversity

r
Sig. (2-tailed)
n

Education of the Respondents

r
Sig. (2-tailed)
n

Education of the
Diversity
Respondents
1
.238
.054
66
66
.238
.054
66

1
66

The regression analysis showed that none of the demographic variables were significant
predictors of diversity. The amount of variance and diversity accounted for in the model (adj. R2
= -.031; see Table 5) was not significant F(8, 54) = .769, p = .631 (see Table 6). The t-test
analysis also represents no significance across demographic information of the respondents and
diversity in the team (see Appendix B).
Table 5
Summary of Regression Analysis
Model

R

R2

Adjusted R2

SE of the Estimate

1
.320a
.102
-.031
3.29325
Predictors: (Constant), Number of Years at DLIFLC, Education of the Respondents,
Female, Associate Professor, Senior Instructor, White, Professor, Age of the Respondents
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Table 6
Regression Results for Diversity and Demographic Variables
Model
1

Regression
Residual

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

66.756

8

8.345

.769

.631b

585.656

54

10.845

Total
652.412
Note. a. Dependent Variable: Diversity
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b. Predictors: (Constant), Number of Years at DLIFLC, Education of the Respondents,
Female, Associate Professor, Senior Instructor, White, Professor, Age of the
Respondents
Analysis of Questions with Low Responses
A few questions on communication within the teams and with other teams (question
numbers 22, 31, & 35), diversity in teams (question numbers 37 & 42), and the team composition
processes (question numbers 38, 39, & 41), were low in the ranking. The data raised a few
concerns about the responses. A thorough analysis of each question suggested the following
findings.
Communication. A detailed description of each prompt is provided.
a. Q 22 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I track other team members’ progress.
About 50% of female respondents disagreed on tracking the progress of other team
members, which identified an apparent disconnect between the team members
regarding communication and sharing. Simultaneously, 10 out of 30 male respondents
disagreed with this statement. The key finding was that male members tend to track
the progress of other team members more than the female members.
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b. Q 31 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I make sure that faculty members are
asked to form their own teams according to their interests, likes and dislikes, and
favorite personalities. The accumulative percentage of female responses reflected that
86.1% were in favor of making their own teams according to their likes, dislikes, and
personalities they want to work with. On the other hand, 77% of male respondents
favored the statement. The finding of this question indicated that 9% of female
respondents were in favor of developing their own teams than the male respondents.
c. Q 35 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I look for the elements about how
diverse team members always predict conflict. The data indicated that 41.7% of
female respondents were neutral as compared to 30% male respondents. At the same
time, 22.2% of female respondents disagree that diverse teams predict conflict as
compared to 13.3% of male respondents.
Diversity in Teams. A detailed description of each question follows.
a. Q 37 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I ensure that leaders do not adjust
faculty members ignoring the team dynamics. The data results revealed that 67%
female and 63% male respondents strongly agreed to ensure that the DLIFLC
leadership does not put people together without considering the team dynamics. In
comparison, 33% of female and 37% of male respondents did not agree due to the
existing practice of placing faculty members together without their input.
b. Q 42 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I believe when members are working
together for a longer period, teams predict cohesion and trust. The data showed that
58.3% of female and 60% of male respondents strongly agreed that when team
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members work for a longer time, they predict cohesion and trust within and across
teams.
Team Composition Processes. A detailed description of each question follows.
a. Q 38 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I ensure that all team members have a
strong say in team composition and decision-making processes. The data revealed
that 39% of female and 33.3% of male respondents disagreed with the notion that
they have a strong stay in the team composition processes of their teams. The female
ratio was higher than the male ratio, indicating that they have no say in team
composition processes and in team decision-making processes.
b. Q 39 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I look for possibilities to ensure team
composition processes are conducted by a committee and not by a single person. The
collective disagreement on team composition conducted by an independent
committee was 69.4% (female 36.1% and male 33.3%). It means that 69.4% of
faculty members think that the teams should not be composed by a single person,
which in this case is a department chair.
c. Q 41 Prompt: When I work as part of a team, I believe when members are working
for a longer period together, they achieve more. The data found that 64% of the
respondents, irrespective of their gender, strongly agree that teams achieve more
when they stay together in a team for a longer period. It means that high fluidity in
teams disrupts team performance.
Qualitative Data Analysis and Research Findings
This section of the chapter presents qualitative data analysis and the findings, followed by
the combined findings and the quantitative and qualitative data summary. The data were
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collected through 18 questions (eight questions were based on the demographic information and
10 open-ended, in-depth interview questions). The demographic information was analyzed and
interpreted through SPSS software. All interviews were recorded in MS Teams and transcribed
through the Speed Scriber software. After editing, the data were transported to NVivo software
for coding, condensing, and analysis.
I began the open coding process to identify tentative labels for the collected data from the
open-ended questions. Open coding is the process of breaking down the data into smaller and
meaningful units. In the open coding process, I separated categorized concepts into clusters
around the discussed themes that follow. I used Moghaddam’s (2006) axial coding model to
identify relationships among the open codes and the identified themes. The freedom of axial
coding provided dynamic interrelationships between the responses provided in the open-ended
questions. The details are discussed in the following sections.
Sample Size and Population Description
For the qualitative data, 16 faculty members (eight department chairs and eight teamleaders with equal gender representation) volunteered. Once the recruitment materials were sent,
I received the intended number of volunteers (one team leader and one department chair from
each UGE schoolhouse to get equal participation across the institution). The next step was to
arrange an interview with each one of them for the qualitative data collection. According to their
availability and flexibility, interviews were conducted with a 100% response rate. I conducted all
interviews in Microsoft Teams, which was allowed by the organization and was feasible to get a
hold of respondents due to the COVID-19 restrictions.
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Demographic Information
Appendix C presents a summary of ranks, number of years at DLIFLC, and gender of the
respondents (TLs and DCs). The data shows equal gender representation of the respondents (four
female & four male TLs, four female, and four male DCs). However, the data reflected that the
assistant professors and associate professors hold more leadership positions than the instructors.
At the same time, the number of years at DLIFLC also reflected a trend (between six and 15
years), which means that the organization prefers candidates for these leadership positions who
have spent more time at the organization and are higher in their ranks.
Team composition is a process of organizing individuals into functioning teams or groups
to achieve common goals. Adhering to the utility and effectiveness of teamwork (Kozlowski &
Chao, 2018), Sanchez-Segura et al. (2018) accentuated the ancient African saying, “If you want
to go fast, go alone. If you want to go far, go together” (p. 369). Team composition is a complex
process. The team composition processes can vary according to the size of a team, needs and
requirements of a team, organizational structures, and task demands (Held et al., 2018;
Scheidgen, 2019). Kozlowski and Chao (2018) argued that team composition processes are
inherently dynamic and not static and vary because of “the team inputs (e.g., structure,
information, and sources), processes (member knowledge, skills, and efforts), and outputs (team
performance and productivity; p. 578).” The following results were categorized and analyzed
into a small group of themes to cross-validate this study’s hypothesis. Figure 3 provides a
thematic roadmap to the study findings.
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Figure 3
Themes of Qualitative Data Analysis, Sequence, and Division

Note. This figure shows the sequence of qualitative data analysis and how information was
computed through NVivo software. This sequence also helped in cross-checking the findings
with the research hypothesis.
Policies on Team Composition and Diversity
The analyzed data in NVivo showed a 100% negative response to a standardized policy
in DLIFLC on team composition processes. One department chair (DC) stated, “There is no
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standardized policy, standard operating procedures (SOPs), or memorandum of understanding
(MOU) on team composition processes.” The respondent also stated that they (the respondent
and other DCs) follow common sense and good practices that help them fulfill the team needs in
the absence of such a policy. Another DC stated that the organization is so big that “one size may
not fit all, even if the organization has a specific policy on team composition.” All team leaders
stated that they do not have any role in composing their teams. The key finding from the data
exhibited no formal policy on team composition and no role of team leaders in composing their
own teams existed.
Since DLIFLC is an entity of the U.S. federal government, the organization practices all
rules, regulations, and laws on diversity, equity, and equality at the workplace. The data
indicated that 14 out of 16 respondents stated that they have never seen such a document that
lays the foundation for diversity in teams. However, all of them stated that they are aware of the
organizational emphasis on diversity and equality. Only two respondents stated some of the
Army documents and federal laws on diversity.
Team Dynamics
Two semistructured, open-ended questions were based on the team dynamics (a)
characteristics of the team members and (b) cohesiveness in teams. The data examined and
analyzed in NVivo revealed that 75% of the DCs followed their best judgment on who should be
in a team based on the characteristics of team members they were familiar with, such as
personality, abilities, skills, interpersonal skills, teamwork, sharing, collaboration, cooperation,
enhanced communication, etc. On the other hand, 25% of the DCs focused on team members’
individual skills and cognitive abilities. Seven out of eight team leaders (88%) expressed that
they were unsure which characteristics the DCs consider when forming teaching teams as they
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have never been an active part of the team selection process. One of the TLs stated that “forming
team is not in my job description, that is why I am not positive about the team selection process.”
However, most of the TLs preferred that their team members possess characteristics such as
being flexible, open-minded, supportive, professional, and team players.
About 60% of respondents (both DCs & TLs) mentioned that personality is a
characteristic that cannot be drastically changed, and it did not matter what personality a member
possesses. On the other hand, most respondents mentioned that skills could be learned over time;
thereby, behavior and individual attitude toward the other members matter the most. The key
findings of characteristics of team members were threefold: (a) there is no formal guideline on
which characteristics should be considered while composing teaching teams, (b) there is no
harmony on what to consider as primary or secondary characteristics of team members, which
can be changed or improved or which can be ignored, and (c) team leaders should be part of the
team selection process as they are the ones who manage their teams on a daily basis.
In response to the open-ended questions on “cohesiveness in a team,” they were linked to
the enabling conditions of functioning teams. According to Northouse (2016), team cohesion is
about the compelling purpose of the team, an extended functional timeframe, explicit norms and
conducts, and supportive organizational context. All respondents stated that KSA, skill sets,
knowledge, supportive behavior, and open communication among members enable cohesion and
team effectiveness. Three out of eight (38%) DCs expressed that teams working for an extended
time predict long-term cohesion and effectiveness. Simultaneously, 62% of DCs were not sure
about the timeframe of teams working together because the fluidity ratio was very high in
DLIFLC due to the mission requirements. It means the teams frequently change according to the
number of students they receive each year. One respondent said, “If there is no cohesion in a
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team, there is no success.” The finding on cohesion was the extended time in teams; currently,
constant team changes disrupt cohesion and effectiveness. The changing timeframe and every
incoming class requirements change the dynamics of teams.
H1. Teaching teams perform better when leaders compose teams considering cognitive
alignment or cognitive diversity as a key team dynamic.
Cognitive diversity is a deep-level diversity that emphasizes the long-term commitment
of the teammates and ensures the ways individuals gather, process, and organize information to
solve problems (Mello & Rentsch, 2015). Besides a plethora of empirical evidence on the
importance and benefits of cognitive diversity in teams, the findings of this study also supported
the hypothesis on cognitive diversity at DLIFLC. All DCs (100%) stated that they considered
various skills, knowledge, and unique abilities of team members when forming a team. One
respondent said, “Cognitive diversity is important that can benefit the individuals as well as the
organization.” Another respondent stated, “Every individual comes with different background,
knowledge, expertise, and culture,” which can enhance the learning experience of team
members. The TLs testified to the importance and utility of cognitive diversity in teams recalling
the revised goals of DLIFLC. The data findings discovered that cognitive diversity was practiced
at DLIFLC that predicts the higher performance of teaching teams across the board. Another
finding was that leaders formed teams applying cognitive diversity, reflecting deep-level
diversity in the organization.
H2. Teaching teams perform better when leaders compose teams considering
demographic diversity as a key team dynamic.
Demographic diversity refers to the biological attributes of individuals that include
gender, race, ethnicity, age, religion, nationality, etc. Choi et al. (2017) explained that most
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organizations in the United States are legally mandated to ensure demographic diversity in
compliance with the Affirmative Action and Equal Employment Opportunity (as cited in Moon,
2018). Although biological attributes are considered surface-level diversity, they are also
recognized as the first step to a deeper level of team diversity. The data results found no specific
guidelines, SOPs, MOUs, or a standardized policy on demographic diversity in teaching teams at
DLIFLC.
The data results suggested that DCs composed teaching teams according to the needs of a
team and the availability of faculty members, which posed problems in certain conditions for
them to consider all aspects of demographic diversity in teams. Eleven out of 16 (69%)
respondents witnessed the importance of biological diversity in teams. One of the TLs expressed,
When I moved to a new teaching team, I was the only female teacher in the team of seven
faculty members. The students used one version of grammar (male conjugation of verb
inflictions) and traditional masculine cultural stories. When I shared cultural stories based
on [the] female version and grammar features on how the verbs conjugate differently for
both genders, it changed the learning curve.
Another respondent shared his story of being the only male in his teaching team and
changing learners’ class dynamics and interests. Thus, the data findings support the research
hypothesis that when leaders compose teams considering demographic diversity, it supports team
effectiveness.
H3. Teaching teams perform better when leaders compose teams considering geographic
diversity as a key team dynamic.
Geographic diversity refers to the differences in geographic locations regarding teams
and teamwork (Bahlmann, 2016). Geographically diverse teams cover a wide range of member
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information, knowledge, and experiences contributing to and achieving the common goals.
Geographic diversity is also an incorporated indicator that boosts innovation, team potential, and
team creativity (Nepelski et al., 2019). The analyzed data results suggested that 30% of the
respondents partially preferred geographic diversity. Conversely, 70% of the respondents thought
geographic diversity was crucial in foreign language teaching.
In response to the follow-up questions on this division, the data indicated languages that
taught no dialects, but the standard language did not require geographic representation. However,
languages that had different dialects benefited from the geographic representation of faculty
members. A few examples of partially preferred geographic diversity would be Persian Farsi,
standard Russian, Korean, or Arabic. Languages that had dialects associated with them would be
Pashto, Spanish, or Chinese.
The data results suggested partial support to this hypothesis because geographic diversity
had low importance in different languages and cultures. Geographic diversity enhances
opportunities for the team as members bring a variety of cultural nuances, knowledge bank,
language intricacies, and augment team performance. In the case of DLIFLC, the hypothesis on
geographic diversity did not reflect the organizational alignment with the theoretical
perspectives.
H4. Teaching teams are highly productive when trust is the core value of team
functioning.
Team trust is a fundamental value that binds members in a team. Trust is defined as the
shared willingness of team members (Breuer et al., 2020). Rong et al. (2019) defined team trust
as a process of mutual understanding, team interaction, and collaboration. Trust in teams is also
considered a connector that binds members with positive behavior toward each other. The
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antecedents of team trust develop shared experiences and perceptions of team members (Breuer
et al., 2020, p. 34). Team trust is a multidimensional concept that comprises member
expectations, experiences, knowledge, characteristics, and shared acceptance of vulnerability
(Grossman & Feitosa, 2018). Resultantly, if trust exists in a team, it predicts cohesion, aligned
with their common goal, and work collaboratively.
The data findings exhibited a precise alignment among the respondents on team trust as a
core value. All respondents (100%) agreed to the hypothesis and said trust was essential as a core
value because it ensures team success. Team trust binds members together to achieve goals,
triple the individual efforts into a team strategy, and produce results. The data results suggested
that all respondents agreed upon honesty, open communication, sharing and collaboration,
healthy criticism, and transparency as core values of a successful team. The data findings
correlated and supported the hypothesis positively.
Trust is of utmost importance in a team as a core value because when members trust each
other, they support and back up each other. One respondent stated, “Trust creates opportunities
for healthy criticism and creativity. Without trust, there is no team.” Another respondent said that
trust “supports a creative environment—if there is no trust, there is no joy and no results.” One
of the key findings was that one respondent stated that the prevalence of trust as a core value
ensures that team members work together for a long time, spend more time in creativity, sharing,
and cherishing their time.
In a follow-up question on how to gauge and maintain trust in teams, about 40% of
respondents indicated (a) teams were provided training workshops on team building, (b) sensing
sessions were conducted to gauge team cohesion and trust levels among team members, and (c)
social gatherings were organized for trust-building. Besides aligning data results with the
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hypothesis, the findings also revealed that leader-led teams heavily focus on team trust, which
indicated that leaders practice deep-level team functioning.
Chapter Summary
This chapter reviewed the problem of practice, the purpose of the research, and data
analysis to ensure the validity of the findings. Through the lens of data analysis and the research
questions on shared team leadership, the results answered and predicted that shared leadership
was partially in place at DLIFLC within the teams. However, the data significantly did not
indicate shared leadership between the teams, DCs, and TLs across the board. A shared team
leadership (STL) theoretical model existed due to the generic characteristics of team properties
and not because the organization was particularly applying this model.
The study findings indicated that communication and cooperation within the teams
existed as male team members tended to track the progress of other team members more than the
female members. The accumulative percentage of female responses (86.1%) favored making
their own teams according to their likes, dislikes, and personalities they want to work with more
than the male respondents (77%). The finding of this question indicated that 9% of female
respondents favored developing their own teams over the male respondents. At this point, all
teams were formed or composed by the DCs, and members were only asked to join a particular
team with no choice.
The theoretical framework of STL predicts low levels of conflict among team members
when they share responsibilities, work cohesively, and work toward a common goal. The study
data indicated that 41.7% of female respondents were neutral compared to 30% of male
respondents about conflicts created due to diversity in a team. Simultaneously, 22.2% of female
respondents disagreed that diverse teams predict conflict compared to 13.3% of male
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respondents. Overall, the data suggested that the conflict levels decreased when teams were
diverse, cohesive, and cognitively aligned.
The data results revealed that 67% of female and 63% of male respondents strongly
agreed to ensure that the DLIFLC leadership does not put people together without considering
the team dynamics in the future. In comparison, 33% of female and 37% of male respondents did
not agree due to the existing practice of placing faculty members together without their input.
The analyzed data in SPSS and NVivo revealed that 39% of female and 33.3% of male
respondents disagreed with the notion that they have a strong stay in the team composition
processes of their teams. The female ratio was higher than the male ratio, indicating that they had
no say in team composition and team decision-making processes. The collective disagreement on
team composition conducted by an independent committee was 69.4% (36.1% female and 33.3%
male). It means that 69.4% of faculty members thought that the teams should not be composed
by a single person, a department chair alone.
Extended working time together ensures the team’s cohesion, trust, and success
(Northouse, 2016). The qualitative data findings revealed that 64% of the respondents,
irrespective of their gender, strongly agreed that teams achieve more when they stay together in a
team for an extended period. It means that high fluidity in teams disrupts team performance.
Three out of eight (38%) DCs expressed that teams working for an extended time predict longterm cohesion and effectiveness. The data also yielded that 58.3% of female and 60% of male
respondents strongly agreed that when team members worked for a longer time together, they
predicted cohesion and trust within and across teams.
The analyzed data in NVivo echoed a 100% negative response on a standardized policy
in DLIFLC on team composition processes. The key finding from the data exhibited no formal
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policy, MOUs, or standardized SOPs on team composition processes at DLIFLC, and the team
leaders had no role in composing their own teams. The NVivo results also found that 75% of the
DCs followed their best judgment on who should be in a team based on the characteristics of
team members they were familiar with, such as personality, abilities, skills, interpersonal skills,
teamwork, sharing, collaboration, cooperation, enhanced communication, etc. In contrast, 25%
of the DCs focused on the team member’s skills and cognitive abilities.
The key findings of the characteristics of team members as team dynamics were
threefold:
1. there was no formal guideline on which characteristics should be considered while
composing teaching teams,
2. there was no harmony on what to consider as primary or secondary characteristics of
team members, and
3. team leaders must be part of the team selection process as they were the ones who
managed their teams on a daily basis.
All DCs (100%) mentioned that in the absence of a formal guideline or a policy on team
composition, they considered various team members’ skills, knowledge, and unique abilities
when forming a team.
Diversity in teams is a crucial element of team composition and team processes because it
is a critical ingredient in the collective working of an organization (Mor Barak, 2017). The data
findings for cognitive, demographic, and geographic diversity discovered that cognitive diversity
was practiced at DLIFLC that predicted the higher performance of teaching teams across the
board. Teams were formed by the leaders applying cognitive diversity, reflecting deep-level
diversity in the organization. The data findings supported the research hypothesis that team
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effectiveness is supported by leaders composing teams while considering demographic and
cognitive diversity. However, the results for Hypothesis 3 on geographic diversity suggested
partial support because geographic diversity had low importance in different languages and
cultures. In the case of DLIFLC, the hypothesis on geographic diversity did not reflect the
organizational alignment with the theoretical perspectives.
Team trust is a fundamental value and a glue that binds members in a team. It is defined
as a shared willingness of members to work together. The data results suggested that all
respondents agreed upon honesty, open communication, sharing and collaboration, healthy
criticism, and transparency as core values of a successful team. The data findings correlated and
supported the hypothesis positively. It suggests that the leadership of DLIFLC supported and
practiced trust as a core team value.
In a nutshell, the quantitative data analyzed in SPSS answered RQ1 and found that team
dynamics affect team composition processes at DLIFLC. The research RQ2 also reflected the
impact of team productivity when members are working together for an extended period. The
shared team leadership model existed in DLIFLC partially as the model had not been
implemented purposefully. However, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 were fully supported by the data
results. Hypothesis 3 was partially supported by the data results as geographic diversity does not
apply in different languages and cultures.
The study findings answered the research questions: (a) the shared team leadership
existed partially at DLIFLC, (b) all teams were composed by a single person (the department
chair) without considering or applying a standardized procedure, and (c) DLIFLC is a potential
organization for a shared team leadership model to be replicated and benefit the organization at
large. Similarly, the research findings positively supported four hypotheses. The study results
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partially supported the hypothesis on geographic diversity. The research findings and answers
mirrored the questions and hypothesis, which would benefit the organization and the education
sector in general.
The following chapter presents a discussion of the summary of the findings, implications,
recommendations for future research, and a conclusion to the study.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
The purpose of this mixed-methods research (MMR) study was to investigate (a) the
teaching team composition processes at DLIFLC, (b) the applicability of surface-level or deeplevel team composition at DLIFLC, and (c) the impact of shared team leadership in DLIFLC.
The data were collected from the faculty members across the institution who worked as team
members, team leaders, or department chairs (civilians). The learners, military instructors, and
general pay-scale (GS) employees were not part of this study.
This chapter provides closing interpretations of the research findings, implications of the
findings, and recommendations for future research. I will discuss the literature connections with
the data findings, the literature review, and the theoretical framework discussed in Chapter 2.
The subthemes covered in this chapter are (a) study overview, (b) summary of the findings, (c)
interpretation and implication of the results, (d) recommendations for future research, (e)
limitations of the study, and (f) conclusions of the study. The study findings positively supported
the problem of practice at DLIFLC that included (a) the first-line supervisors (department chairs)
compose teams without considering the team dynamics, (b) the organization does not have a
formal policy or standardized practice on team composition, and (c) the high fluidity in teams
disrupt the team performance.
Organizations across the globe are shifting their working climate from individualized
efforts to team-based work. Northouse (2016) explained that teamwork is an emerging
phenomenon in all sorts of organizations. Efficacious teams are highly productive, creative, and
dense in leadership roles (Shaw, 2015). Team effectiveness and achievement can include these
outcomes: high productivity, efficient use of resources, command on problem-solving, highquality products and services, and most of all, high team creativity and innovation (Parker, 1990,
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as cited in Northouse, 2016, p. 364). Shared leadership in teams is a unique idea that puts
individuals together for higher productivity and creativity. According to Northouse (2016),
“Shared team leadership occurs when members of a team take on leadership roles or behaviors to
influence the team and maximize team effectiveness” (p. 365). This study revolved around team
composition processes in a shared leadership model. The team inputs (composition processes)
are implicitly and explicitly crucial in the life cycle of a team. In the light of the research
findings, I present the implications and recommendations to the leadership of DLIFLC.
Study Overview
This MMR study was designed to collect quantitative data from 104 faculty members and
qualitative data from 16 team leaders (TLs) and department chairs (DCs). For the quantitative
survey, the response rate was 63.46%, and for the qualitative data collection, the response rate
was 100%. Also, this study followed the sequential explanatory design (SED) to interpret and
explain the phenomena under investigation. As the study applied the inputs, processes, and
outputs (IPO) model (a single cycle process), the key focus was the input processes on how
DLIFLC composes teaching teams. The qualitative data analysis (SED part) interpreted the
quantitative data to explain the flow, trends, and findings.
Summary of the Findings
This MMR study yielded the following findings:
1. A shared team leadership (STL) theoretical model existed at DLIFLC due to the
generic characteristics of team properties and not because the organization was
particularly applying this model.
2. The female respondents were more (86.1%) in favor of developing their own teams
than the male respondents (77%).
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3. All teams were composed by the department chairs (DCs), and members were
assigned to their team(s) without choices.
4. When teams were diverse, cohesive, and cognitively aligned, the conflict levels
decreased.
5. Most respondents (69.4%) said that the teams should not be composed by a single
person.
6. Most of the female respondents (71%) mentioned that they have no say in team
composition and team decision-making processes.
7. The teams predicted cohesion and trust when members worked together for an
extended period (female 58.3% and male 60%).
8. There was no formal policy, MOUs, or standardized SOPs on team composition
processes at DLIFLC.
9. The findings of the characteristics of team members as team dynamics were threefold:
a. there was no formal guideline on which characteristics should be considered
while composing teaching teams,
b. there was no general agreement on what to consider as primary or secondary
characteristics of team members, and
c. team leaders should be part of the team selection process as they were the
ones who managed their teams on a daily basis.
10. Research Question1, how do team dynamics within the shared team leadership model
affect the team composition processes at DLIFLC, found that team dynamics affect
team composition processes at DLIFLC.
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11. Research Question 2, how do team composition processes impact team productivity at
DLIFLC over time, also reflected the impact of team productivity when members
were working together for an extended period.
12. Hypotheses 1 (teaching teams cohesively perform better when leaders compose
individuals considering cognitive aligning or cognitive diversity as a key team
dynamic), 2 (teaching teams cohesively perform better when leaders compose
individuals considering demographic diversity as a key team dynamic), and 4
(teaching teams are highly productive when trust is the core value of team
functioning) were fully supported by the data results. However, Hypothesis 3
(teaching teams cohesively perform better when leaders compose individuals
considering geographic diversity as a key team dynamic) was only partially supported
by the data results as geographic diversity did not apply in different languages and
cultures at DLIFLC.
Discussion of the Findings in Relation to Existing Literature
Although the existing literature presents insights on the effectiveness of teamwork, team
dynamics, and team productivity, little is known about how teams are composed in all
professional settings (Bailey & Skvoretz, 2017). Bang and Midelfart (2017) explained further
how management teams are successful and characterize high-achieving teams. Besides just the
management teams, it is vital to understand the types and taxonomy of teams. Hollenbeck et al.
(2012) mentioned that there is little consensus on how to differentiate team types. They
presented a conceptual framework for differentiating teams: (a) the degree to which members
have specialized knowledge or capacity that make them different (skill differentiation); (b) the
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degree to which decision-making responsibility is vested (authority differentiation); and (c) the
degree to which team members have a history of working together (temporal stability).
Organizational success is contingent on the expertise, responsibilities, and contributions
of the team members. Reyes and Salas (2019) presented a model on how to change from a team
of experts to an expert team. It is a lengthy process that requires time, effort, and dedication of
members. As a caution, Pociask et al. (2017) stated that inadequate team composition approaches
often affect team performance and functionality, especially when members are randomly put
together in a functioning team without considering team dynamics, team processes, and team
performance. In the case of DLIFLC, functional teams are in place and given prescribed roles
with limited decision-making authority (Aime et al., 2014).
This study applied the inputs, process, and outputs (IPO) model to investigate the team
dynamics and team composition processes emphasizing the inputs (Chen, 2015; Goodwin et al.,
2018). Simultaneously, Ilgen et al. (2005) presented an IMOI model, namely, input-mediatoroutputs-inputs. The IMOI is a spiral or continuous process or life cycle of a team, whereas IPO
reflects a single-cycle team process framework. The only difference in IPO and IMO models is
the mediator phase, which indicates how team members act, react, and collaborate through
improved communication. Laura and Radu (2013) explained that the input category consists of
the team’s skills, attributes, and size as critical characteristics. The IPO model is more productive
when the organizational leadership complies with creative personality composition, team
climate, and innovativeness (Mathisen et al., 2008; Robillard et al., 2014).
In light of the aforementioned literature background, I present the connections and
relations of the study findings and the existing literature. The research findings corroborate with
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shared team leadership, team composition, team processes and policies, team dynamics, team
cohesion, trust, and diversity.
Shared Team Leadership
Collaborative, distributive, shared leadership, and so on are different terms used for the
shared team leadership (STL) model. Shared leadership in teams is a unique idea that puts
individuals together for improved productivity and creativity. Wang et al. (2014) defined shared
team leadership as “an emergent team property of mutual influence and shared responsibility
among team members” (p. 181). Similarly, Pearce and Sims (2000, as cited in Small & Rentsch,
2010) defined shared leadership within teams as a notion of performance by more than one team
member as leaders.
Shared team leadership is a model in which members are engaged more in volunteer
leadership roles. The density and centrality of leadership roles are dominant in a shared
leadership work environment ensuring communication flow experience among team members
(Aubé et al., 2018; Havakhor & Sabherwal, 2018). This study suggested that a shared team
leadership model existed in DLIFLC due to the generic characteristics and attributes of
teamwork and team properties and not because the organization comprehensively applied the
STL model. The results also suggested that communication and coordination between the team
members are significantly correlated because when the coordination increased, communication
increased. The sharing levels were significantly higher in teaching teams predicting the density
and centrality of leadership roles voluntarily undertaken by the team members. The prior
researchers found that the team mental model represents cognitive harmony among team
members that allows members to explore, explain, predict, and produce knowledge and
collective behaviors (Richter & Arndt, 2018; Song et al., 2020; Widmann & Mulder, 2020).
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The shared team leadership model is suitable in heterarchical and hierarchical
organizational structures. Since the organizational structure of DLIFLC is hierarchical due to its
affiliation with the U.S. Army, Lindsay et al. (2011) explained that shared leadership is a
possibility for the military as each member of the team strives to accomplish the mission. The
research findings of this study revealed that team members exchange leadership roles,
irrespective of the formal implications of the STL model in the organization. However, the data
results also indicated that team members had strong communication and coordination within
their teams, predicting a healthy communication flow (Anthoney et al., 2018; Aubé et al., 2018).
Goodwin et al. (2018) mentioned that teams are the core (nucleus) of the military that persuades
its members to achieve the mission. Therefore, the STL model is an ideal theoretical framework
to be implemented at DLIFLC, which ensures high productivity (Fitzpatrick, 1989; Seligman &
Schulman, 1986) and low conflict ratio (Cheng et al., 2011). Also, Ramthun (2013) tested the
phenomenon of shared leadership in a vertical organization and found that teams achieve higher
goals in challenging contexts and remain cohesive in demanding contexts.
Shared team leadership is beneficial at the higher education level in both circumstances:
(a) learning and (b) teaching. There are two types of team composition processes: self-developed
and leadership-developed teams (Kalinovich & Marrone, 2017; Siha & Campbell, 2015). The
findings of this study suggested that female respondents (86.1%) favored developing their own
teams more than the male respondents (77%). Simultaneously, the results suggested that the
teams predict cohesion and trust when members work together for an extended period (female
58.3% and male 60%). Kalinovich and Marrone (2017) argued that teams working together for a
more extended period enhance the sharedness of their trust and familiarity that supports the
students and teachers advancing in the education and learning process. Similarly, Siha and
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Campbell (2015) found and supported this idea that well-formed teams of learners and teachers
result in high productivity.
Team Composition
Team composition is a process of organizing individuals into functioning teams or groups
to achieve common goals. Team composition is a complex and challenging process, and it can be
organic, mechanical, homogeneous, and heterogeneous (Bailey & Skvoretz, 2017; Kozlowski &
Ilgen, 2006). Building and sustaining cognitive and social responsibility among team members is
essential, particularly during team composition and functioning times. The data results predicted
challenges faced by the leadership at DLIFLC when composing the right type of teaching teams.
A majority of the department chairs mentioned that they lean toward need-based teams, which
compromises the formal process of considering team dynamics. According to the study findings,
all teams were composed by the DCs, and members were assigned to their team(s) without
choices. The literature has not supported this compositional criterion (Held et al., 2018; Pociask
et al., 2017; Scheidgen, 2019).
Teams are composed differently in different circumstances and organizational structures.
Held et al. (2018) contended that when the manager or leader-designed teams are composed
using optimal matching characteristics, the team outcomes and productivity are high in quality
and quantity. They further explained that outcomes depend on how the organizations compose
their teams, whether teams are stage-based or activity-based. The findings of this study revealed
that most respondents (69.4%) said that the teams should not be composed by a single person,
which was prevalent at DLIFLC at the time of this research. The existing literature did not
support these findings because of the incomplete processes in team composition. When the

81
matching characteristics of team members are considered and members have high cognitive
alignment, they achieve high productivity and sustain creativity (Han, 2017).
Organizational success relies on how teams are composed or formed. Bell et al. (2018)
investigated the affective states, behavioral processes, and cognitive states (ABC) of team
composition and emphasized deep-level team composition because members develop sociopsychological characteristics over time that include KAB, beliefs, values, and personality traits.
The data of this study suggested that the DLIFLC leadership focused more on the cognitive
states of team members, ignoring the other key elements in team composition processes. The
existing literature on the affective and behavioral states of team members supported the idea that
each of these states played a vital role in the success and productivity of the team (Barbara, 2011;
Chen et al., 2019). If the team is not deep-rooted and connected emotionally and behaviorally,
their daily communication will become chaotic (Cheng et al., 2011).
Team Processes and Policies
Policies and processes are roadmaps for an organization to achieve its milestones. A
plethora of empirical evidence revealed that proper processes for team composition ensure
organizational success (Barnett & Crutchfield, 2015; Cronin et al., 2016; Held et al., 2018;
Leenders et al., 2016). Surface-level team composition represents a wobbly structure, which can
jeopardize the team or organizational goals (Beersma et al., 2016; Manz, 2015). This study found
no formal and standardized policy, procedure, or system at DLIFLC on team composition
processes. However, a few DCs mentioned that one size might not fit all across the board
because a majority of the teams were formed according to the needs and priorities based on the
incoming class(s).
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A leader’s role, contribution, and practice can make a significant change in an
organization. Choi et al. (2017) contended that the behaviors and practices of leaders impact the
team structures that are widely predictable in organizational functioning, which is aligned with
the findings of this study. The study also revealed that teams were composed by leaders (one
person decision) in most cases that reflected the leader’s responsibilities. In that scenario, teams
and team members may not take responsibility for their success or failure because it presents a
halo effect in a team (Naquin & Tynan, 2003).
Team Cohesion
The cohesiveness among members reflects the future of a team. Team performance is
deep-rooted in team cohesion, impacting the overall productivity of an organization (Mathieu et
al., 2015). Team cohesion is considered an enabling condition in a team (Hackman, 2012) and
the characteristics of team excellence (LaFasto & Larson, 2001). Hackman (2003) found that
team cohesion sets a stage for a team to ensure outstanding performance. This study found that
when teams were diverse, cohesive, and cognitively aligned, the conflict levels decreased, and
productivity increased across the board. The qualitative data also reflected a few reservations of
the respondents on cohesive teams at DLIFLC. Team members were not sure if their team was
cohesive in a true sense. However, 100% of respondents supported the applicability of cohesion
in teams. They also expressed that without cohesion, no team will be able to achieve its intended
goals.
Team Trust
Trust is described as willingness, expectation, and shared acceptance among members
that seize one person’s interest to benefit the other (Breuer et al., 2020). Breuer et al. (2020)
further elaborated three factors of team trust, which include ability, benevolence, and integrity,
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that strengthen trust between a trustor and the trustee. Similarly, Rong et al. (2019) connected
trust with team creativity because the prevalence of trust enables cognitive alignment,
confidence, and mental collectivism of the members. The antecedents of trust function as the
glue that bind members together. When the teams have high trust levels, people tend to like and
trust in-group members more than out-group members (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).
The study findings revealed that all respondents (100%) strongly agreed on trust as team
property and critical dynamic. In response to the follow-up question on measuring trust in teams,
there was a mixed response. About 40% of the respondents mentioned that their teams had been
provided with different training opportunities to develop trust among themselves; however, this
practice was not identified across the board. The scholars and researchers have found that
training provided to teams correlate with their cognitive collectivism, group performance, and
team effectiveness (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Tuckman & Jensen, 2010). Widmann and Mulder
(2020) found that members of a team depending on each other foster creativity, confidence, and
results. The DLIFLC leadership provided team development training opportunities to teams
strengthening trust and cohesion among members. This step taken by the leadership will
ultimately ensure high productivity and team success.
Diversity
To test diversity elements in teams, I divided diversity into three types: cognitive,
demographic, and geographic. Diversity in teams is critical and vital in the modern competitive
work climate (Bélanger & Rodriguez, 2008; Mor Barak, 2017). Diversity supports the dynamic
capability of team members. Hong et al. (2019) found that managing diversity in conjunction
with the shared team leadership model affects team performance and productivity. Similarly,
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Najam et al. (2018) explained that temporal diversity on knowledge, tasks, and skill-sharing by
team members resulted positively.
H1: Cognitive Diversity. Team cognition is recognized as a variation in attributes,
beliefs, experiences, and values of team members (Mello & Delise, 2015). Cognitive diversity is
a transition from surface-level to deep-level diversity indicating long-term cognitive
cohesiveness among members. However, limited literature exists on cognitive diversity due to its
emergent state and efficacy (Mello & Rentsch, 2015). Wang et al. (2016) elaborated that “any
team can have great potential for creativity if the team members possess or perceive high
cognitive diversity” (p. 3231).
The data results of this study revealed deep-level diversity at DLIFLC as 100% of
department chairs mentioned that they focus on cognitive diversity among their team members.
The data findings supported this hypothesis positively. One thing that was achieving
organizational goals with excellent results was the cognitive alignment of team members.
However, there is an admonition about the study findings, including the high fluidity ratio among
teams. That means the team members work together for a limited time, adversely affecting the
cognition levels and harmony among members, disrupting productivity and creativity (Kerwin &
Bopp, 2014; Powers, 2018).
H2: Demographic Diversity. The biological representation of individuals is considered
as demographic diversity in a team. Demographic diversity refers to attributes of individuals that
include gender, race, ethnicity, age, religion, nationality, etc. Very little is known about gender,
age, religion, and nationality attributes of diversity in the existing literature (Wong et al., 2017).
The demographic diversity is known as surface-level diversity because the biological attributes
of the members do not change over time.
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The study results suggested that 69% of the respondents witnessed the importance of
biological diversity in teams for a variety of reasons. In the education sector, attributes of
individuals that include gender, race, ethnicity, age, and religion play a vital role in creating a
variety in the team. Two specific examples mentioned in chapter four highlighted the importance
of the inclusion and differences among individuals as essential elements of a successful team.
H3: Geographic Diversity. Geographic diversity is defined as differences in geographic
locations when it comes to teams and teamwork (Bahlmann, 2016). Geographically diverse
teams cover a wide range of member information, knowledge, and experiences that contribute to
achieving common goals. The findings of this study partially supported this hypothesis: 30% of
the respondents did not agree with geographically diverse teams. Another finding was that not all
languages taught at DLIFLC focus on different dialects and geographical aspects of those
languages. However, in general, geographic diversity in teams assures innovation and creativity
irrespective of their functioning, virtual or physical (Nepelski et al., 2019).
Geographic diversity enhances opportunities for the team as members bring a variety of
cultural nuances, knowledge bank, language intricacies, and augment team performance. In the
case of DLIFLC, the hypothesis on geographic diversity did not reflect the organizational
alignment with the theoretical perspectives. Although geographic diversity is surface-level
diversity, it plays a vital role in geographically dispersed teams (Hill & Bartol, 2016) and
predicts enhanced coordination and high productivity levels at local, national, and international
levels (Nepelski et al., 2019).
Although the existing literature on teamwork, group work, team composition processes,
and diversity in teams has covered distinct aspects, there is a significant gap in a standardized
process or set criteria on what to consider in forming teams. Campion et al. (1993) found five
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common themes on the effective team or group work that include “job design, interdependence,
composition processes, contexts, and process” (Campion et al., 1993, p. 823). However,
Scheidgen (2019) contended that there is no formula or a standardized practice on team
composition processes, which leaves ambiguity on how to create successful teams. Similarly,
Naquin and Tynan (2003) explained that the existing literature mentions “is a shift from
hierarchical, individual-based work models to largely team-based work structures,” but does not
provide a standardized procedure (p. 332).
The findings of this study add value to the literature and formula or standard in the
education sector on how to compose successful teaching teams. Madson et al. (2019) found that
team dynamics play a vital role in a team-based learning and team-based teaching environment.
The leadership in the educational sector possesses higher responsibility in compositing winning
teaching teams by placing the right people with the right mindset to form the right team
(Agarwal & Mukherjee, 2020; Rose, 2020). Also, this study adds value to the literature on team
dynamics revealing that trust and diversity in shared team leadership framework provide a
broader perspective and practical implication in the education sector.
Implications of the Findings
The findings of this study have multiple implications at DLIFLC and across the higher
education sector. First, I present the implications of the findings at DLIFLC and then for the
higher education sector.
Implications at DLIFLC
First, the study findings suggested that the absence of a formal policy guideline on team
composition processes creates ambiguity in the practices across the board. The leadership of
DLIFLC may benefit from these findings and develop a policy, MOU, or SOPs on how to create
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teams and which team dynamics need to be the basis of team composition. Simultaneously, the
department chairs need to broaden the process and engage more people in team selection or
composition, ensuring a democratic and participatory approach to teamwork.
Second, teamwork is dynamic and not static (Kirsch & Greenfield, 2018). This study
suggested that only cognitive diversity has been largely implemented in team composition at
DLIFLC by 70% of the department chairs, which does not give a holistic picture of the team.
Other team dynamics include trust, demographic and geographic diversity, interests and
behaviors, and personality traits of team members. Finally, the study findings suggested that STL
exists at DLIFLC, and the organizational leadership can benefit from the utility of this
framework. These findings are 100% applicable at DLIFLC due to the generic characteristics and
dynamics of teamwork.
Implications in the Higher Education Sector
Some of the study findings apply to the higher education sector as faculty members and
teams strive to achieve common goals in an organization.
First, teachers play a vital role in the transformation of knowledge (Alexis, 2019; Devine
et al., 1999; Madson et al., 2019; Scheidgen, 2019). The process of learning and teaching
requires peace of mind, a creative and enabling climate, and a supportive team (Kalinovich &
Marrone, 2017; Madson et al., 2019). This study’s findings revealed that 86.1% of the faculty
members favored the idea of composing their own teams according to their likes, dislikes,
personality traits, and personal dynamics of members around them, which is applicable across
the higher education sector.
Second, there are two types of teams: member-led teams and leader-led teams (Han,
2017). The existing empirical evidence revealed that leader-led teams predict deep-level team
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compositional elements as compared to the member-led teams (Bell et al., 2018). The findings of
this study suggested that 69.4% of faculty members think that teams should not be composed by
one person, which in this case were the department chairs. This finding implies that teams should
be composed by the leaders but not by one person. A committee or a hiring board plays a vital
role in composing winning teaching teams. This finding is applicable across the higher education
sector.
Finally, the shared team leadership model benefits the organization when team members
work together for an extended period (Carson et al., 2007). The qualitative data findings
suggested that 64% of the respondents, irrespective of their gender, age, education, and ranks,
agreed that teams achieve more when they stay together for more time. The high fluidity in
teams disrupts the creative and productive efforts of teams (Fitzpatrick, 1989). Therefore, these
findings are applicable in higher education in general.
Limitations
This study was conducted at DLIFLC, which is part of the U.S. Army. This study
primarily supported the existing literature and found certain limitations. The design of this study
was not intended for teams, groups, or organizations outside the scope of DLIFLC because of the
following reasons. First, the teaching teams are part of the U.S. military (civilian set-up), which
is a top-down functioning organization and may not replicate in the higher education sector.
Second, this organization focuses on foreign language teaching and learning, which further
reduces the research findings’ scope across the higher education sector. Third, teaching teams are
not formed by themselves; instead, they are composed by the leadership, which, in many
instances, is not applicable in the higher education sector.
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The study findings revealed that the department chairs compose teams according to the
need and requirements of the organizational mission. This limits the scope and application of
team composition processes and team dynamics for other types of teams. Also, this study
targeted the faculty members (teachers only) and did not touch the other types of teams (e.g.,
management teams, staff, military instructors, top leadership, and the learners).
This study data collection took place at a single institution with its own culture,
organizational values, and focused mission that could also lead to limitations that may prevent
the findings from being generalized for future studies at other higher education institutions.
While the sample size met the research criteria, it was limited compared to the total number of
faculty members at DLIFLC. The homogeneity of subjects is applicable in a language learning
climate only.
Recommendations for Practice
The study findings led to four recommendations for practice for the department chairs,
deans, and the higher leadership of DLIFLC. These recommendations were designed to support
the organization in focusing on the highlighted issues and improving the policies, procedures,
and systems to develop creative and winning teaching teams. The recommendations follow.
First, the study findings revealed no standardized policy, memorandum of understanding,
or standard operating procedures on team composition processes across DLIFLC. Each
schoolhouse has different practices and standards of composing teaching teams. The majority of
the department chairs follow their previous practices and best judgment in putting faculty
members together in need-based teaching teams. Stapling faculty members together in a team
without considering their personality traits, cognitive alignment, and KSA does not ensure highly
productive teams (Siha & Campbell, 2015). A formal guideline and a policy containing
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fundamental individual characteristics and team dynamics may be beneficial for composing
winning teaching teams to achieve the mission and revised goals of the organization.
Second, the findings of this study discovered that team leaders managed teams but did
not have a prominent role in team composition processes. According to the existing literature,
team leaders or team managers are individuals responsible for the functioning and productivity
of their teams (Seligman & Schulman, 1986). If the team leaders are not engaged in forming or
composing their teams, they may suffer from team incompatibility, dysfunction, or low
production (Lencioni, 2002). Therefore, this recommendation of formally engaging team leaders
in team composition processes and including team leaders in the chain of command may benefit
the organization in the long run.
Third, the study findings suggested that 75% of the department chairs focused on their
best judgment, individual skills, and cognitive abilities while composing teaching teams.
Cognitive diversity is one of the team dynamics, and it may not portray a complete picture of a
successful team (Aggarwal et al., 2019; Powers, 2018; Wang et al., 2016). To fully benefit from
cognitive diversity, other dynamics, such as demographic and geographic diversity in
conjunction with the team trust, may benefit the organization at large. A standardized guideline
on which team dynamics the department chairs need to consider as a basis for the team
composition is vital for the organization to create highly effective and productive teams (Grand
et al., 2016; Kirsch & Greenfield, 2018).
Fourth, the leadership of DLIFLC may fully benefit from the shared team leadership
theoretical framework (Northouse, 2016) by applying it across the board. This study suggests
that the STL framework partially exists at DLIFLC due to the generic characteristics of
teamwork. Different researchers empirically tested that the STL framework enhances
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organizational productivity and reduces conflicts within and across teams in an organization
(Cheng et al., 2011).
Finally, the findings of this study are applicable in the higher education sector. The study
results indicated that 86.1% of respondents favored composing their own teams that corroborate
their personality traits, interests, likes, and dislikes. Several studies conducted in multiple
universities also revealed that teams perform better when members form, develop, and maintain
their own teams (Han, 2017; Mintrop & Charles, 2017; Whitley, 2018). Therefore, the higher
education sector may benefit from this study’s findings on team dynamics that include trust,
cognitive, demographic, and geographic diversity.
Recommendations for Future Research
In line with the results of this study, there are several recommendations for future
researchers to consider. First, the data results indicated that shared team leadership exists at
DLIFLC due to the generic characteristics of teamwork and team-based work. It would be
beneficial for researchers to test the shared team leadership theoretical framework in conjunction
with conflict management. This study did not cover the conflict-related issues; however, the
results related to team cohesion touched a few elements of conflict management in teams.
Second, future researchers should investigate team composition processes across the
board for all types of teams (e.g., project teams, management teams, task-based teams, and
learner teams, etc.). By widening the scope of the study, researchers may discover an
overarching picture of team composition at DLIFLC. Also, this study finding revealed that the
faculty members encouraged demographic diversity in teams. Future researchers may include
team composition processes in conjunction with the demographic diversity at DLIFLC.
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Third, this study discovered that teaching teams had been provided with training
opportunities to develop trust and cohesiveness. Future researchers may investigate further on
how much emphasis is placed on building trust among team members and measures taken to
reduce conflict levels. In other words, researchers may examine the trust, cohesion, and conflict
management in teams together.
The last recommendation for future research is to investigate the correlation between
employee satisfaction and team success. This study did not examine employee (team member)
satisfaction and team success. The finding will lead the organization to focus more on employee
satisfaction, leading to team success and organizational success. Finally, future researchers may
investigate the existing teaching teams’ efficacy and impact of teaching language in a virtual
climate.
Conclusions
Teamwork is an emerging phenomenon in the current competitive work climate and
organizations of all sizes, scope, and nature (Batagiannis, 2011; Northouse, 2016). Since the
DLIFLC is entirely relying on a team-based work environment, this MMR study was designed to
investigate (a) the teaching team composition processes at DLIFLC, (b) the applicability of
surface-level or deep-level team composition at DLIFLC, and (c) the impact of shared team
leadership in DLIFLC. This study utilized a sequential explanatory design to interpret and
explain the phenomenon under investigation. The data were collected from 82 faculty members
(quantitative 66, qualitative 16) working in teaching teams at DLIFLC only.
The combined findings from the qualitative and quantitative data suggested the
following.
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First, this study found that the DLIFLC structure and climate were suitable for a shared
team leadership framework to be implemented, which may be beneficial for the organization to
expedite its productivity with a reduced ratio of conflicts within and across teams (Carson et al.,
2007; Cheng et al., 2011; Kalinovich & Marrone, 2017). The data findings also revealed that
shared team leadership partially existed in the organization due to the generic characteristics of a
team-based work environment (Lencioni, 2002). By applying the shared team leadership model,
the leadership may also benefit from more cohesive and effective teams (Cropanzano et al.,
2017).
Second, the qualitative data results suggested there was no formal or standardized policy,
SOPs, or MOU on team composition processes across UGE schools. This blind spot may
adversely impact organizational productivity eventually. Therefore, the leadership may consider
a standardized policy with specific guidelines helping the selection boards or committees
compose winning teams. A formal document or a guideline also ensures that all aspects of team
dynamics and composition processes are considered (Grand et al., 2016).
Third, the quantitative data findings revealed significance in team communication and
coordination. When the communication increased, the coordination within and across teams
improved. Therefore, the leadership of DLIFLC may develop mechanisms to enhance
coordination within and across teams by utilizing their competencies, expertise, and good
practices. One of the key findings on team composition processes suggested that all teams are
composed by one person, which develops a sense of less communication and a nondemocratic
climate. By forming a board or a committee to compose teams will increase transparency and
confidence in the system and engagement of more people in the decision-making process.
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Fourth, teams are composed by members themselves and by the leaders (Bani-Hani et al.,
2018). The empirical evidence suggested that leader-led teams are more productive and predict
deep-level compositional elements (Fitzpatrick, 1989; Lau & Murnighan, 1998). In the case of
DLIFLC, all teams were composed by leaders, and the data findings tested the existence of deeplevel composition processes. It is vital to widen the scope of team composition processes and
team dynamics to benefit from the positive impact of team functioning. The findings of this
study suggested that most female respondents had no say in team composition and team
decision-making processes. Utilizing the existing resources may double the impact of DLIFLC
productivity.
Finally, team effectiveness, cohesion, and trust in team growth when members work
together for an extended period. High fluidity in teams disrupts trust, cohesion, and productivity.
This study found that 58.3% of female respondents and 60% of the male respondents strongly
agreed on teams working together for a more extended period. When members stay in a team for
a short time, they are unable to build a strong bond with other members, resultantly impacting
team productivity. The leadership of DLIFLC has a brilliant opportunity to compose teams with
the right people in the right team and let them work for several years together (Rose, 2020).
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Appendix A: One-Way ANOVA Analysis of Gender & Core Team Composition Processes

Core Themes
Coordination

Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Decision-Making Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Leadership
Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Interpersonal
Between
Skills
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Adaptability
Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Communication Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Team Processes Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total
Diversity
Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

SS
8.257

df
1

MS
8.257

833.171
841.429
12.007

61
62
1

13.659

1133.707
1145.714
1.679

61
62
1

18.585

1940.543
1942.222
5.734

61
62
1

31.812

752.679
758.413
.096

61
62
1

12.339

1128.793
1128.889
12.007

61
62
1

18.505

1275.421
1287.429
15.114

61
62
1

20.909

846.886
862.000
2.763

61
62
1

13.883

649.650
652.413

61
62

10.650

12.007

1.679

5.734

.096

12.007

15.114

2.763

F
.605

Sig.
.440

.646

.425

.053

.819

.465

.498

.005

.943

.574

.451

1.089

.301

.259

.612
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Appendix B: T-test Results for Demographic Representation & Diversity

Model
1
(Constant)
Female
White
Associate Professor
Professor
Senior Instructor
Age of the Respondents
Education of the
Respondents
Number of Years at
DLIFLC
a. Dependent Variable: Diversity

Unstandardized
Standardized
Coefficients
Coefficients
B
SE
Beta
11.557
3.179
-.361
.844
-.056
-.408
.876
-.063
1.047
1.117
.128
-.866
1.938
-.066
-2.382
2.432
-.130
.263
.595
.071
1.290
.855
.212
-.173

.572

-.052

t
3.636
-.428
-.466
.937
-.447
-.980
.442
1.510

Sig.
.001
.671
.643
.353
.657
.332
.660
.137

-.303

.763
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Appendix C: Cross-Tabulation of Respondents’ Demographic Information

Assistant Associate
Professor Professor Male Female TL* DC** Total
Number of Years ≤05
2
0
2
0
2
0
2
at DLIFLC
06–10
4
3
4
3
3
4
7
11–15
3
2
1
4
2
3
5
≥21
0
2
1
1
1
1
2
Total
9
7
8
8
8
8
16
Note. * is the abbreviation of Team Leader and ** is representing (abbreviation of) Department
Chairs.
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Appendix E: Permission to Use the Instrument
Inbox
Pervaiz Masih <xxxxx@acu.edu>

Sat, Oct 31,
9:32 AM

Good morning, Dr. Kelley.
I am a student of the Doctoral program at Abilene Christian University and conducting my study
on “Hazy Team Composition Processes: Shared Team Leadership, a Strategy to Team
Excellence in Higher Education”. I found that the instrument you have used in your study deem
fits to my study as well. I have a request for two things:
a) Would you be so kind as to share the Instrument (questionnaire) with me?
b) Do I have your permission to use this instrument for my study?
Looking forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Pervaiz Masih
Organizational Leadership Program
ACU

Kelley XXXXXXXXX, XX

Nov 1, 2020,
3:50 AM

Hello,
Thank you for your interest in our instrument. I would be happy to share it with you.
We validated a patient and a provider version of the questionnaire. One of my doctoral students
used the questionnaire in a study of teams in the ICU.
Could you please tell me the version that you need?
In return, I would appreciate it if you keep me informed of your study results and how the
instrument performed.
Kind regards,
Kelley
Susan E. French Chair in Nursing Research and Innovative Practice| Chaire de recherche en
sciences infirmières et pratiques innovatrices Susan E. French
Ingram School of Nursing, McGill University | École des sciences infirmières
Ingram, Université McGill
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Pervaiz Masih <xxxxx@acu.edu>

Sun, Nov 1,
6:59 AM

Good morning, Professor Kelley.
Thank you so much for your prompt reply, and thank you so much for willing to share both
Instruments. I would love to have the one your student used as well. As I shared in my email the
dissertation topic, “Hazy Team Composition Processes: Shared Team Leadership, a Strategy to
Team Excellence in Higher Education”, in which I will test Diversity (demographic, geographic,
and cognitive) and Trust (as key-value in a team). I believe both instruments: a) the one you have
developed and b) the one your student tested around TEAMS will be beneficial for my study.
As far as your concern about sharing the results with you, I will proudly share the study findings
with you once I am done with my defense.
Hoping that I have your permission to use your instrument (s) and the instruments provided.
Would you be so kind as to send me both the instruments?
Looking forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Pervaiz Masih
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Kelley XXXXXXXXX, XX

Nov 4, 2020,
2:39 PM

to me
Hello Pervaiz
As promised, I am including the patient and provider questionnaires and scoring grids. Three
questions in each questionnaire need to be reversed-scored.
There were minor changes as compared with the published questionnaires.
Don’t hesitate to get in touch with me if you have any questions. All the best with your doctoral
study.
Kind regards,
Kelley
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Appendix F: Operational Security Clearance and Approval Letter
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 14 July 2021
SUBJECT: Operational Security (OPSEC) Review (Data Protection)

1. REFERENCE: AR 530-1 Operational Security (OPSEC)
2. PURPOSE: The requestor (Mr. Pervaiz Masih) asked for an Operational Security (OPSEC)
review of his EdD dissertation.
3. GENERAL: Dissertation Name—Hazy Team Composition Processes: Shared Team
Leadership, a Strategy to Team Excellence in Higher Education
4. BACKGROUND. Operational Security (OPSEC), also known as procedural security, is a risk
management process that encourages managers to view operations from the perspective of an
adversary in order to protect sensitive information from falling into the wrong hands.
The processes involved in operational security are categorized into five steps.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Identify critical/sensitive data
Identify possible threats
Analyze security holes and other vulnerabilities
Appraise the level of risk associated with each vulnerability
Application of appropriate countermeasures

5. REVIEWER: Donald XXXXXX
6. OVERVIEW: Using the five steps listed above as a template for this OPSEC review.
It was determined that this dissertation document did not contain any information that would be
considered sensitive in nature or detrimental to DOD security.
7. RESULTS: OPSEC Compliance (Pass)
8. Point of contact for this memorandum is the undersigned:
/// Signed ///
DONALD XXXXXX
Provost OPSEC Officer
Level 2 Certified

DISTRIBUTION:
1- Provost OPSEC Officer
2- Mr. Pervaiz Masih (DLIFLC-UPF)

